Dellums the Dangerous 
Thank you for running in the May 3rd issue the exposure of U.S. Congressman Ron 
Dellums as "A Danger to our Defense." I find it hard to understand that our people or the 
Congress would tolerate any member who opposes the security of the United States, and 
especially one who is placed in such a powerful position as chairman of the House Armed 
Services Committee. 


CARROLL MITCHELL 
Baker City, Oregon 


Forests and Trees 

From your writers' oft-repeated statements in the May 3rd article, Mr. Clinton's Forest 
Summit, and at other times, that "timber is a renewable resource," I must conclude that to you 
office-bound humans, one tree is much like any other. My own biased view is that a 20-year-old 
tree of any kind cannot be looked on in the same way as one of 200 or 1,000 years. And yes, I do 
like things crafted of wood, and yes, I do feel sorry for people out of work. 

The radio and television commentator Paul Harvey has been saying for many years that 
the business, profession, or industry which will not discipline itself today, will find itself being 
regulated by government tomorrow. I have seen old movies of clear-cut logging in the earlier 
days of our nation, with everything not usable lying in grand disarray all over the landscape. Had 
not government, or the public, raised some objections over the years concerning wasteful logging 
practices, I believe that bulldozers of some "timber interest" might well be rambling down streets 
in residential neighborhoods looking for specimen trees "of commercial value" to knock down, 
and there'd be plenty of residents, short of cash, ready to sell them. 

A friend, an employee of a large, local sawmill, said to me recently that his company is 
overjoyed at the high prices that lumber is bringing these days. Not a word about concern for 
timber shortages, jobs lost in the Northwest, condition of the forests, etc. 

A pathologist I once worked for commented that surgeons make their living cutting, and 
that as a result, many surgeons have a problem knowing when to stop cutting. Cannot the same 
be said of loggers? Your own article stated: "Almost all the old-growth forest in the Teanaway 
[in Idaho] has long-since been logged off." Where were your "conservators" and "cultivators" in 
that instance? 

Suppose that logging of old-growth forests in Washington were still allowed with no 
restrictions whatsoever. How many coming generations of Northwest loggers would be able to 
"build their dreams" based on the shiploads of first-grade lumber sailing to Japan every ten days 
before all of the big trees would be used up? 

ROBERT B. FLUMERFELT 
Valdosta, Georgia 
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Dissatisfied "Trekkie" 

Thank you for your "Star Trek: Deep Space Nine" article in the May 3rd issue. I myself 
am a former "trekkie" who has gotten away from the series because of the Humanistic preaching 
in every episode. If I want a sermon I can listen to my pastor. I have avoided Deep Space Nine 
for the same reason, despite its featuring one of my favorite actors, Rene Aubergenois. 

The high ratings for Deep Space Nine prove that the American people care little for the 
substance of a show, as long as the production values are high. 

MICHAEL WYATT 
Amarillo, Texas 


Establishment Agenda 

I truly appreciated Dr. Michael A. Crounse's letter in your April 19th issue. "The deficit 
is not the problem, it is only a symptom of the problem. The Establishment Insiders have an 
agenda which includes bankrupting the United States of America." Those words should precede 
every discussion about our dismal economy. Unless we fully understand the truth and the 
implications of those words, we understand nothing else about it. 

It should also be clearly stated that international bankers own (create) every dollar, franc, 
pound, deutsche mark, yen, etc., in the world, and that they are simply lent to us at interest. They 
represent no metal or land; no tangible value whatsoever. They are created by central banking 
corporations whose stockholders are relatively few in number, and whose lists of names are not 
published and are mostly unknown. That is as close as you can get to material omnipotence in 
this world. There is not a natural force on the face of this earth that can or will stop them. 

Thank you for helping to make these things known, because if we truly comprehend 
them, they should drive us to our knees in prayer. 

HOWARD DUCK 
Greenville, Texas 


A Reagan Balanced Budget? 

Your otherwise excellent magazine should know better than to repeat the oft-heard 
untruth that former President Reagan never submitted a balanced budget to the Congress and 
never even tried to cut government spending (April 19, 1993, "Privatizing Entitlements"). What 
about The President's Private Sector Survey on Cost Control (Grace Commission) which met at 
President Reagan's request from 1982-84 (at no cost to taxpayers) and recommended 2,478 
specific ways to reduce government spending? Tragically, very few of these recommendations 
were ever enacted into law by Congress. If each of the 2,478 recommendations had been 
adopted, the federal budget deficit would have been reduced to zero within three years and we 
would have had a balanced federal budget every year after that. 

GERARD KOPCZYNSKI 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 


The Grace Commission estimated that its' recommendations would save $424 billion in 
three years, rising to $1.9 trillion per year by the year 2000. The President incorporated many of 
these recommendations into the budgets he submitted to Congress, but the Grace Commission 
Report itself was not a budget but a list of recommended savings. 

For example, Mr. Reagan's fiscal 1986 budget proposal boasted, "Seventy percent of [the 
Grace Commission] recommendations have been carried out or are being proposed with the 
1986 budget." Yet that same budget still managed to call for a deficit in fiscal 1986 of $180 
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billion. 

Perhaps one reason why the Grace Commission's recommendations did not have a more 
visible impact on spending is because the recommendations were based on eliminating waste 
and abuse and making federal operations more efficient; they were not based on changing basic 
federal policies. Congressional Quarterly reported in its May 11, 1985 issue, "Most of the 2,478 
recommendations have merit ... according to a study by the General Accounting Office (GAO). 
However, Comptroller General Charles A. Bowsher, who heads GAO, told the Senate 
Governmental Affairs Committee May 9 that most of the worthwhile recommendations of the 
survey would increase management efficiency, rather than save billions of dollars, as the survey 
had anticipated." -- Ed. 

Rethinking Perot 

I was a volunteer for Ross Perot in last year's presidential campaign because I believed 
his common sense comments on "gridlock" arose from a respectful understanding of our 
Constitution. I now renounce my support and reject his leadership because, somehow, I missed 
his stated aversion to that document as reported on your "Publisher's Page" dated March 22, 
1993. 

Mr. Perot aimed and fired a one-liner snap shot when he stated in November 1991, "Our 
system of government is the problem ... you've got to change the system." His later comments 
consistently call for a constitutional convention, ostensibly for the purpose of adding to it a 
balanced budget amendment -- words which are merely dust thrown in the starry eyes of his 
followers. 

THE NEW AMERICAN correctly stated, "Once legally assembled a convention is 
actually greater than the Constitution itself. It can attack every section -- substitute an entirely 
new one -- and remove all of its limitations on government. This is why there has never been 
[another] convention -- why no convention should be called today." 

Thanks to THE NEW AMERICAN for the eye-opener editorial. I respectfully ask all my 
former Perot associates to obtain and memorize its closing paragraph. For brevity's sake I quote 
only the last sentence of it: "Until he reverses course, Ross Perot has to be considered a foe, not a 
friend, of freedom." 

The supreme governor of the American people is not a man, but a carefully constructed 
Constitution designed to fit the tragic limitations of human nature with its consequent necessary 
evil -- human government. To this document citizens and officials pledge allegiance and accept 
the duty to see that it is obeyed. This is Mr. Perot's duty also, but in his context it is duty denied. 

LEWIS DRILL 
Dallas, Texas 


Second Thoughts on Scouting 

After reading articles praising the Boy Scouts of America for their courageous stand 
against admitting homosexuals, atheists, and girls to their organization (TNA, March 9, 1992), 
my husband and I were quite eager for our son to be old enough to join the Cub Scouts. We were 
glad to know of at least one positive influence in his life. 

Perhaps we were a bit too naive. Our son just received the May 1993 issue of Boys’ Life, 
the official magazine of the Boy Scouts of America, and my jaw dropped farther and farther as I 
read through the articles in there. The Earth column featured a story about citizens who have 
organized themselves into self-styled "pollution police" calling themselves "keepers." It is 
unnerving to see citizens encouraged to rat on each other in the manner of communist societies, 
and my boy subtly being encouraged to do so by the Boy Scouts of America. 
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From there the magazine had an article about native Americans which nicely emphasized 
the myriad of differences between the tribes in languages and culture. But then, near the end, it 
had to take a horrible dig at Columbus. As a card-carrying Cherokee (I qualify for a Certificate 
of Degree of Indian Blood), I am quite appreciative of the significant contributions of native 
Americans, such as chocolate, corn, and various plants that have become useful for medications. 
However, I certainly have no desire to return to the days of living in a grass and mud hut and 
having my husband go out and hunt for our daily food. I am very grateful for the advances and 
contributions of Western Civilization in technology, medicine, sanitation, and transportation. I 
can appreciate the good that comes from both cultures, indeed, all cultures. I don't see why others 
can't as well. 

Then they had an article on cars that have recycled parts, and cars being designed to burn 
less fuel or alternative fuels. The article had the usual diatribe about CFC's breaking down the 
ozone, etc. 

When they say that we are hit from everywhere with misinformation about the 
environment, Western Civilization, and so on, they weren't kidding. I just never expected it from 
the Boy Scouts of America. 

MARIE SUTTON 
Dedham, Iowa 


Targeting the Clinton Myth 
Bravo! I have just finished reading the February 22nd "Clinton Administration" issue. It 
was given to me by a fellow "moderate/conservative" Republican and I could not put it down. 
Your articles were crisp, direct, intelligent, well written, and on target. Although I was not in 
agreement with some articles, I do look forward to reading your next edition. 


KATIE COLBY 
Middletown, New Jersey 
FRONT PAGE U.S. Troops Bound for 
Bosnia? 
William P. Hoar 


The President ponders the "peace" options 


Late in 1991, after Croatia had declared its independence from Yugoslavia and the 
fighting for its autonomy had become rather fierce, there was nonetheless a calm in neighboring 
Bosnia-Hercegovina that seemed strange to some. Both Serbs and Croats shared a joke about this 
seeming tranquility, a cruel jest that asked, "Why is there no fighting in Bosnia?" The answer: 
"Because Bosnia has advanced directly to the finals." 

That bye is over. Whether the current conflict is indeed the climax, or whether the 
capricious President Clinton has the issue on the front, back, or middle burner as you read this -- 
with the potential fate of U.S. fighting men hanging in the balance -- remains to be seen. 
Nonetheless, with Bosnia having experienced some 135,000 dead or missing, with two million 
refugees out of a population of over four million, and with the worst bloodletting in Europe since 
World War II having raged for more than a year, the lull has definitely been broken. 

All the fighting since the breakup of the former Yugoslavia has created, according to the 
United Nations High Commissioner, more than four million refugees. It is with the United 
Nations, perhaps under the more immediate aegis of NATO, that President Clinton has proposed 
sending troops -- on the one hand saying military action might be needed if the Bosnian 
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combatants did not all agree to the UN-sponsored Vance-Owen plan or, alternatively, that troops 
would go if all the parties did sign the proposal. 

As the President indicated to American soldiers returning from anarchic Somalia, where 
the U.S. has turned over that mission to the UN (but where several thousand American troops 
still remain under a foreign general and are now actually wearing the blue berets and patches of 
the UN), their role as a worldwide SWAT team is not over. "Your successful return reminds us," 
stressed Mr. Clinton to the camouflage-clad troops arrayed behind him on the south lawn at the 
White House, "that other missions lie ahead for our nation. Some we can foresee and others we 
cannot." 

Next stop, Bosnia and Hercegovina. That is, if the interventionists have their way. 

Referendum Rejected 

Yet, since a referendum on the Vance-Owen plan among Bosnian Serbs was soundly 
rejected, the White House is again regrouping and, at least for the moment, seems to be allowing 
those in Europe to take the lead concerning Bosnia. The "lift and strike" option that seemed so 
imminent just a week before -- partially lifting the UN embargo to arm the Muslims so they 
could better defend themselves, plus allowing limited air strikes against Bosnian Serbs -is still 
being debated, but with less enthusiasm. Those moves were met coolly by the British and 
French, whose troops are among the UN peacekeepers (9,000 in Bosnia, 14,000 in Croatia), who 
might be in greater danger with a wider war. Nor have majorities in the American public or 
Congress been buying the need for U.S. intervention. 

Among the pre-referendum developments: Facing a tightened international embargo and 
the threat of possible U.S.led action, Serbia and the rump Yugoslavia government in Belgrade 
indicated that the Bosnian Serbs would be cut off from all but humanitarian aid -- though the 
evidence is less than convincing that resupplying is not continuing. Given an option to delay, the 
foreign ministries in Europe met Secretary of State Warren Christopher's desires for a common 
front with their own wishes, mostly involving getting American forces on the ground; at that 
point, the war in Bosnia would become a tar-baby for President Clinton and the U.S. 

The drive to put the blame for killing almost solely on the backs of the Bosnian Serbs 
was sidetracked when fierce fighting broke out between Muslims and Croats in Mostar. That city 
would be in one of the mainly Croatian enclaves in the 10-piece Vance-Owen puzzle, and is the 
capital of "Herceg-Bosna," essentially part of what has become a "Greater Croatia" in western 
Hercegovina. When the referendum was completed, Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic said 
that his people would never live with Bosnian Croats and Muslims in a unitary state and 
suggested that three separate entities be carved out of Bosnia and Hercegovina. 

The Vance-Owen plan, named after UN negotiator Cyrus Vance and Lord Owen of the 
European Community (EC), is even more outre, calling for the establishment of three primarily 
Serb semi-autonomous provinces, three mostly for Croats, three mostly for Muslims, one mixed 
around Sarajevo, and all jointly ruled by a weak central government. Yugoslavia itself did not 
hold together because of centrifugal forces. Is Vance-Owen supposed to work with ten 
mini-Yugoslavias? 

When Europe balked at the "lift and strike" option, the Clinton Administration floated the 
idea of stationing troops including Americans in neighboring Macedonia. This proposal, 
supposedly to contain the fighting, could turn out to be the "back door to war" that has gotten the 
U.S. involved in foreign conflicts in the past. As it happens, the recommended "preemptive 
action" in Macedonia (and in the Yugoslavian province of Kosovo, where intervention would be 
an act of war) was earlier suggested in the secretary-general's Agenda for Peace. Once stationed, 
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the forces could easily have their mission changed: In the Persian Gulf War for the new world 
order, the troops sent ostensibly to defend Saudi Arabia were later used to force Iraq out of 
Kuwait. In the case of Bosnia, if Vance-Owen were accepted, who would force the Serbs (and 
the others) out of their areas into the "appropriate" ones? 

Also under consideration is the use of U.S. forces to pull out any United Nations 
peacekeepers that might come under fire. More might be seen of the recent Security Council 
motion to set up "safe areas" for Muslims where they could be fed and, perhaps, protected by 
NATO aircraft. Increasing the number of UN monitors on the borders of Serbia and Bosnia is 
also being contemplated (the border, including Montenegro, is 330 miles long with an estimated 
120 crossing points). 

Meanwhile, Bosnia's foreign minister requested that the United Nations troops be 
withdrawn from his country, saying that more effective military action could be taken if they 
were not there. The UN is not going for that. Indeed, the secretary-general of the UN, Boutros 
Boutros-Ghali, wants to head the "overall strategic and political control" of peacekeeping troops 
in Bosnia, while the U.S. has said it wants NATO to be in control. If it ever comes to 
"peacekeeping," NATO has already drawn up contingency plans for 20,000 to 25,000 American 
troops out of a force of up to 70,000 to police Vance-Owen. 

The squabbling over UN or NATO leadership overlooks the basic premise that U.S. 
forces have no business being placed under the control of any foreign, regional, or international 
mandate. Some of the differences are moot in any event: The Prague Post has already reported 
about a small contingent of American soldiers, ordered from their NATO headquarters in 
Germany, on the scene in Bosnia-Hercegovina and wearing the blue UN patches as they make 
reports on possible U.S. intervention. Their orders are no secret, just not widely reported. But 
there have been several reports, none of which the Pentagon will confirm, that U.S. Special 
Forces personnel are already on the ground for reconnaissance even as the President has been 
going through the motions of public diplomacy. 

Vance-Owen Fiasco 

Are Americans going to die for Vance-Owen, a plan that no one likes? The U.S. was 
lukewarm over it publicly, yet the President then committed tens of thousands of troops to 
enforce it. Serbs, however, now control some 70 percent of Bosnia and Hercegovina and have 
their goal of a "Greater Serbia" well in sight; that is why the Serbs don't want to have to pull 
back to somewhat over 40 percent under Vance-Owen. As The Economist has remarked 
editorially, Vance-Owen suffers shortcomings in both practicality, since it is doubtful to work, 
and in principle, since it seems to reward land-grabbing and "ethnic cleansing." 

History did not start in the 1990s as some seem to assume in an attempt to foist blame 
solely on Serbs as if they were reincarnated Nazis who had just discovered "ethnic cleansing." A 
commission sponsored by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, investigating the 
two Balkan Wars in 1912 and 1913, reported in 1914: "The Muslim population endured during 
the early weeks of the war a period of lawless vengeance and unmeasured suffering. In many 
districts the Muslim villages were systematically burned by their Christian neighbors .... The 
burning of villages and the exodus of defeated populations is a normal and traditional incident in 
all Balkan wars." 

Indeed, 80 years later, many forget it was the Bosnian Muslims who, having received 
recognition by the EC of Bosnia's "independence," reneged on an agreement for joint rule in 
Bosnia, a move that helped to precipitate the current fighting. Muslims also rejected 
Vance-Owen at first (they got the least from it), and spokesmen have admitted they want Muslim 
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domination back. 

Serbs who did not like being dominated in old Yugoslavia did not want to leave their 
countrymen in such a lurch (nor did Croats). The Serbs can point out that it was not they who 
broke up the old Yugoslavia. In any event, historians and observers aplenty believe that the 
Muslims, now the primary victims, would react (indeed they have done so already) just as 
violently if they had the upper hand. 

Tens of thousands of U.S. or UN soldiers would not likely be enough to police effectively 
the Vance-Owen lines. That plan, as analyzed in The European, "will create thousands of 
kilometres of internal boundaries between the semi-autonomous states, including a 9.5 km-wide 
corridor connecting the Serbian enclave in Croatia of Krajina with the Serbian heartland, all of 
which will have to be intensively patrolled. If external borders are to be covered, the UN force 
might find itself patrolling 2,400 km of frontier as well." 

Actually, Vance-Owen was predicated on the notion (described in The Economist for 
January 30th) that Croatia and Serbia would agree: Serbia should accept that Serb enclaves in 
Croatia belonged to Zagreb and that Bosnia's Serbs belonged to Bosnia. That has not happened. 
The Serbs have been given an advantage by being protected by the UN in Croatian territory (and 
are operating militarily from those protected areas); Serbs hold about one-third of Croatia since 
that war went on hold. Croatians have also attacked into the UN protectorates against Serbs. So 
now there is the Serbian "Republic of Krajina" in Croatia, as well as the Croatian Community of 
Herceg-Bosna in Bosnia, and the Serb republic ("Srpska") in Bosnia. The next Serb-Croat war 
may be worse than the one in Bosnia, predicts the UN's deputy chief in former Yugoslavia. And 
the U.S. commander-in-chief is thinking of putting troops in the middle of this chaos? 

But there may be some agreement indeed among Serbs and Croats. The presidents of 
both Serbia and Croatia, Slobodan Milosevic and Franjo Tudjman, are both "former 
communists" who have had their eyes on Bosnia and Hercegovina. Even before the war began, 
as noted in The Economist for April 24th, the two presidents "agreed to carve up Bosnia if they 
could. Their Bosnian Serb and Bosnian Croat counterparts, Radovan Karadzic and Mate Boban, 
have often met to refine that agreement." 

Les Aspin says he has never seen a situation like this, where all the options are bad. 
These are people who believe that government must have an answer, even though the Balkan 
conflicts literally have roots in the Middle Ages. But Newsweek thinks Bill Clinton will find a 
hook, saying in its May 17th issue: "Clinton's friends say that he is at heart an internationalist 
who believes in a vigorous global role for the United States. He is a moralist as well who is 
easily moved by pictures of slaughtered children. Most of all, he is a government activist who 
believes that there is a solution to every problem, and that he will find it. When he finds an 
approach to Bosnia, he can probably persuade the allies, the Congress and the American people 
to go along with it." 

Some Background 

Unraveling the history and hatreds of the Balkans, or just of its former Yugoslav 
components, could take volumes. Though Yugoslavia means the land of the "South Slav," there 
is no such people. There are religious schisms involved: Croats are largely Roman Catholic, 
while the Serbs are primarily Orthodox, and the Muslims assumed the religion (some say 
welcomed) of their Ottoman conquerors, much to the disgust of those who did not convert. 
Croats were under the Austro-Hungarian Empire and European-oriented; Serbs endured five 
centuries of Turkish role (lest they forget, they commemorate their June 1389 defeat at the Battle 
of Kosovo). 
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Memories are long in this part of the world. Bosnia and Hercegovina, largely as a result 
of Bismarck's doing, switched from Ottoman rule to Habsburg administration in 1878 at the 
Congress of Berlin; Austria-Hungary annexed Bosnia outright in 1908. It was a Serb from 
Bosnia whose assassination of the Habsburg Archduke ignited World War I. The (1918) 
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes was named Yugoslavia in 1929, but became a 
Serb-dominated dictatorship under King Alexander, who was assassinated in 1934. 

During World War II, the Germans created an "independent" state of Croatia, and some 
Croatians and Muslims inflicted horrendous atrocities on Serbs. Then there were the Communist 
Partisans; they did not at first resist Hitler -- there is actually evidence of their sabotaging 
resistance -- when the Nazis attacked in April 1941, since they were still obeying the 
Stalin-Hitler Pact. In June, when the Nazis went after Moscow, the Reds finally jumped into 
action; they also perpetrated gruesome acts during the war to pave the way for their own rule. 

In Zagreb, maintains Robert Kaplan in Balkan Ghosts, you will be considered a Serbian 
nationalist who despises Croats if you say that the Croatian Ustashe ("Insurrectionists") 
murdered 700,000 Serbs at the Jesenovac death camp; while if you say only 60,000 were 
murdered, you would be pegged as a Croat nationalist. The reprisals under the Germans and 
Ustashe were grotesque, but in fact favored by Tito (see Nora Beloff's Tito’s Flawed Legacy), 
because it helped the cause of the communists. But it is even more complicated than that: Many 
fascist Ustashe units defected wholesale to the Croat communist Tito, some fearing the Serb led 
forces of General Draza Mihailovic, the pro-Western leader who was eventually betrayed by the 
West. 

David Martin's seminal Web of Disinformation describes the Soviet agent who helped 
betray Mihailovic and how Tito's reputation was created by the British and American 
governments. As always, the communists in power displayed more brutality than had ever been 
witnessed before, and it was no different in Tito's Yugoslavia when it was time for payback. This 
was no "nation." Little wonder that during the 1971 census only 273,000 out of some 20,500,000 
called themselves "Yugoslavs." 

Serbs understandably felt put upon by Tito's rule, for he kept them weak on purpose, and 
pitted groups against each other. Milosevic, the "former" Titoist, learned from this and, as the 
Iron Curtain weakened in Eastern and Central Europe, unleashed Serbian nationalism to help 
build his power base. The idea of a "Greater Serbia" is being used as a lever in Bosnia and 
Hercegovina. 

Croats in Bosnia have only belatedly come under much international criticism for their 
aggression; a "Greater Croatia" seems to be the goal of their leaders. The deputy editor of 
Sarajevo's Oslobodjenje says, "The Croats have been watching the Serbs. They've seen that they 
can get away with what they want." 

As for the Muslims, the UN has (unpublished) reports of atrocities charged against them. 
Former commander of the UN forces in Yugoslavia, Lewis MacKenzie, has expressed his 
"paranoia" about the Muslims, saying his experience shows that if the U.S. came to Bosnia it 
would be in the interest of the Muslims to create an incident against the Americans "and make it 
look like someone else is doing it. And all three sides are masters of that" (U.S. News & World 
Report, May 17, 1993). A retired Canadian general, MacKenzie notes: "Of the 19 cease-fires that 
I brokered, the vast majority of them were broken by Bosnian Muslim forces taking advantage of 
the pause to maneuver and improve their position." 

American Targets 
U.S. involvement would have repercussions. What about Russia, where some Slavs have 
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long favored Serbs? (Hundreds of Russian volunteers, reported The New Republic, have been 
fighting alongside Serbs in Bosnia.) It is not inconceivable that Russia at the UN (where it has a 
Security Council veto) might stymie things if matters get too hot for the Serbs -- shades of 
Moscow and Pyongyang in the Korean War. 

The other former Russian republics are also watching the U.S. closely. Do we want to get 
into their battles too, as soon as television news cameras swing there? Bosnia has models 
throughout the world, the Wall Street Journal has noted editorially: "Ethnic cleansing has also 
been taking place in Tajikistan, sending refugees pouring into, of all places, Afghanistan. 
Armenia has just cleared a swath of land of Muslims to link up with Christians in 
Nagorno-Karabakh, while isolating the Muslim enclave of Nakhichevan. Cambodia, Sri Lanka, 
Angola, Peru, Haiti, Rwanda, South Africa, India -- the world is full of killing to be stopped. 
How can we decide in which quarrels to intervene, and on whose side?" 

Once Americans started getting killed in Bosnia-Hercegovina, how long would the 
liberals' stomach for intervention last? Right now, even George McGovern wants air strikes. This 
show has played before: Recall the liberal "hawks" concerning Vietnam in the early '60s, the 
same ones who then would not support victory, and urged an eventual pull-out. 

George Kenney, the former Bush State Department man now consulting at the Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace, is at least honest enough to admit he wants U.S. ground 
troops in the Balkans for an extended time to "restore Balkan stability." The worst case, he 
claimed in the Washington Post, would be hundreds of casualties. "It would be a combination of 
South Korea and Northern Ireland." 

The President has said that the U.S. will not go in as an enemy of one side in a Bosnian 
civil war. Perhaps he means we would be the enemy of all? The UN, on the other hand, may 
have gotten into a position to aggrandize itself either way. "In the long-run, it's a vision of Gaza," 
a UN diplomat from Belgrade has stated. "Europe will have a nightmare it never dreamed of: 
Muslim pockets in the middle of Europe. The United Nations will be here a long time." 

As it is, when the UN took over command of the Somalian mission from the U.S., the 
number of Blue Helmet "peacekeepers" worldwide rose to 90,000. In January 1992, there were 
only 11,500 Blue Helmets. U.S. troops are having plans made for them by foreigners. A State 
Department official, giving examples in Africa alone for possible intervention, mentioned the 
following not long ago: Sudan, Liberia, Sierra Leone, Togo, Cameroon, Zaire, Mall, Niger, 
Angola, Ethiopia, Mozambique, Namibia, Rwanda, and South Africa. If we went into Somalia, 
the argument goes, why not Bosnia? 

The fact that there is evil and misery in the world does not make it in the U.S. national 
interest to intervene willy-nilly -- especially under the direction of an overreaching UN that sees 
U.S. troops as mercenaries to be sent around the globe. The United States, John Quincy Adams 
once remarked, "is the well-wisher to the freedom and independence of all, but she goes not 
abroad in search of monsters to destroy." 

On July 4th, lest we forget, we celebrate the fact that Americans declared, then fought 
for, then won our sovereign independence -- not to be hired guns for an incipient world 
government. 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Military/Homosexual Hearings 
In a dramatic presentation to the Senate Armed Services Committee, retired Army 
General Norman Schwarzkopf, who led the allied effort during the Persian Gulf War, told the 
panel that the foremost mission of the military is to be ready to fight our nation's wars and "to 
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win those wars," and not "to be instruments of social experimentation." He said that lifting the 
ban on homosexuals would destroy the armed forces' ability to fight effectively. 

"Open homosexuality is the problem," Schwarzkopf contended. He acknowledged that 
homosexuals have previously served, but pointed out that some groups had "grossly 
exaggerated" those numbers. In every case "that I'm familiar with, and there are many, when it 
became known in a unit that someone was openly homosexual, polarization occurred, violence 
sometimes followed, morale broke down, and unit effectiveness suffered." 

Another witness, Marine Colonel Fred Peck, former spokesman for the military mission 
in Somalia, revealed that his son was a homosexual, but said that while he loved him dearly, "I 
don't think there's any place for him in the military." (Peck's son was threatened with being 
"outed" by a "gay rights" group to embarrass his father.) Peck said further that he would urge all 
his sons to stay out of the service if the ban were lifted. 

A growing number in the Congress and Pentagon seem to be lining up behind Senate 
Armed Services Chairman Sam Nunn (D-GA) and his "don't ask, don't tell" view that has 
become interim policy. Liberal leaders in the House of Representatives, fearing that they would 
lose on an amendment about the ban, decided to delay voting on the Defense budget. Similarly, 
Representative Barney Frank (D-MA), an open homosexual, indicated that he thought a vote at 
this time would retain the ban, so he backed -- much to the chagrin of many homosexual activists 
-- what he thought to be the best "compromise" available. Frank would settle (for now) for 
keeping a prohibition against homosexual conduct on duty but disallowing investigation of, or 
reprisal for, off-base activity. 

Representative James Talent (R-MO), a member of the House Armed Services Committee 
and ban supporter, is currently encouraged but warns that a compromise might yet sneak by 
Congress. And the indefatigable Representative Robert Dornan (R-CA), a leader of keeping the 
ban, indicated that he is against a compromise such as Senator Nunn has suggested. Not shy 
about railing at his "gutless" and "spineless" colleagues, Dornan is angered that only 96 of them 
cosponsored his bill to keep the policy' on homosexuals as it was on January Ist. 

Maastricht Treaty Proceeds 

Following a narrow rejection last June of the Maastricht treaty proposal for an eventual 
European superstate, the Danes approved an emaciated version of the treaty with 57 percent of 
the vote. Denmark's rejection would likely have scuttled the treaty, which still faces hurdles in 
Britain. On the heels of the vote in Copenhagen, however, the British House of Commons took 
the treaty another major step forward by approving it 292 to 112 (though polling not long ago 
showed the British public in opposition by 43 percent to 26 percent, with 31 percent undecided). 

It now goes to the House of Lords, which has a goodly number of "Euroskeptics" led by 
Lady Thatcher. A later British parliamentary vote on opting out of certain treaty aspects is 
scheduled even if it also gets through the upper house. There is a German court challenge 
pending as well about giving up aspects of national sovereignty, and polls indicate the treaty 
would not pass a popular vote there -- though Germany's parliament has already approved it. 

In Denmark, where opponents were on the political left and right, detractors saw the 
treaty as a step toward (as noted by The Economist) "the end of Denmark as an independent 
state." According to The Economist, "Critics also claim that the referendum is a fraud, since not 
a comma has been changed in the treaty itself...." The Danes, however, were told they would not 
have to worry about becoming part of a common defense, currency, or citizenship. 

Nevertheless the headlines worldwide read that Danes strongly backed European unity 
on this important step toward a United States of Europe. This proves, that for big (read: world) 
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government promoters, if at first they are not believed, they lie, lie again. 
Missile Shield Abandoned 

Saying it was time to observe the "end of the 'Star Wars' era," Defense Secretary Les 
Aspin announced the end of the Strategic Defense Initiative. The budget of $3.8 billion for 1994 
won't change, but the name of the agency that headed the grounded SDI program will now be the 
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, and it will report to the undersecretary of defense for 
acquisition instead of the defense secretary, as SDI did. Emphasis will be on groundbased missile 
defense, rather than on space-based weapons, on which at least $32 billion were spent without 
any weapons being deployed. 

SDI critics tended to dismiss the announcement as a mere name change, with Senator 
James Sasser (D-TN), for example, calling the move the equivalent of putting SDI in "the 
Witness Protection Program" to hide it from its defects. On the other hand, Senator Malcolm 
Wallop (R-WY), a proponent of SDI, called the announcement a good news/bad news scenario -- 
with the organizational change possibly making the program into a weapons-buying system, but 
with the move away from space-based weapons taking "away the ability of this country to defend 
Americans." 

In a Citadel commencement address, former President Ronald Reagan, during whose 
administration SDI was born, maintained that the SDI program "played a role in our victory over 
communism." Reagan also said that he "may not be a Rhodes Scholar, but I do know this. If we 
can protect America with a defensive shield from incoming missile attack, we should by all 
means do so." If the new Administration, continued Reagan, "thinks we are no longer at risk, 
they need to open their eyes and take a long hard look at the world." 

The pro-SDI Center for Security Policy opines that it "strains credulity" that the Clinton 
Administration, even if it so desired, would be able "to muster congressional mandates behind a 
ballistic missile defense program whose stated purpose is to provide better protection to U.S. 
allies than will be available to the American people." 

Bush Assassination Plot 

Kuwaiti and U.S. authorities have been investigating an apparent Baghdad death plot 
against former President George Bush, who visited Kuwait in mid-April, at which time a 
conspiracy against his life was said to have been thwarted. Sixteen suspects were arrested 
(including 11 from Iraq), and Kuwait has indicated that at least one of those arrested said he was 
a colonel in the Iraqi secret intelligence service, the Mukhabarat. Others have reportedly told 
Kuwaitis that they were trained in a camp outside Baghdad. 

There were said to be several attempts planned on the life of the President who waged 
war against Iraq's dictator Saddam Hussein, including a remote-controlled car bomb and a 
suicide attack by an assassin wearing a belt laden with bombs. The arrests took place before 
George Bush arrived in Kuwait City to celebrate the outcome of the Persian Gulf war, and U.S. 
authorities were not notified of the arrests until just as the former President was about to leave. 

A spokesman for Kuwait in Washington has bluntly said that Iraqis "masterminded the 
entire plot," while a White House spokesman indicated that an investigative team -- which 
included members of the Secret Service, Federal Bureau of Investigation, and Central 
Intelligence Agency -- was sent to Kuwait "to determine if there is credible evidence to back up 
these allegations." Subsequently, the FBI acknowledged that its agents were told by one of the 
suspects that he led the attempt on George Bush's life at the instigation of the Baghdad 
government. The next question: How will the Clinton Administration respond? 

Limits to Air Power 
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A two-year, 6,000-page study, funded by the Air Force, of the 43-day air action during 
the 1991 Persian Gulf war indicated that the 22,790 air strikes destroyed about half of Iraqi 
armor and artillery before the ground war began, but disputed that the "strategic campaign" won 
the war or proved that a "military-technological revolution" had brought about a new era in 
warfare. The $5.8 million survey, directed by Johns Hopkins strategic studies professor Eliot 
Cohen, noted that the air war did not force the withdrawal of Baghdad's troops from Kuwait and 
that, at the end of the war, "Saddam Hussein was still alive and his Ba'athist regime still in 
power. Moreover, the Iraqi government had been able to continue launching Scuds during the 
final days of the campaign...." Bombing leadership and communication targets fell short of the 
"ambitious hope" that enough pressure would be brought "on the regime to bring about its 
overthrow and completely sever communications between the leaders in Baghdad and their 
military forces." 

The study interested those concerned with what air power might accomplish in Bosnia 
and Hercegovina. Yet, the gulf survey concluded that up to 2,000 airstrikes against Iraqi mobile 
Scud missiles may not have hit any. "We don't have any hard evidence that any [mobile] Scuds 
were destroyed from the air," said Professor Cohen at a Pentagon briefing. Some 9,000-12,000 
Iraqis died in the air war, the survey estimated, and another 30,000 were wounded. 

Obviously each situation is different, and Iraq had plenty of time to camouflage its 
missile launchers. In Bosnia, however, targets are smaller, and significant damage is being done 
by very mobile mortars that can be deployed near innocent civilians. And of the perhaps 1,000 
artillery pieces thought to be in the hands of the Bosnian Serbs, only about 100 are "targetable," 
according to officials. Wars, in short, are still won on the ground. 

Red Chinese Abuses 

Facing a June 4th deadline on Red China's most favored nation (MFN) trade status, the 
Clinton Administration has been busy juggling various pressures concerning the Chinese 
dictatorship. Recent reports have detailed Beijing's continued use of forced labor, its abuses of 
the Tibetan people, the apparent violation of a missile-proliferation accord, and its sterilization, 
forced-abortion, and infanticide practices. On the other hand, Communist China has been placing 
large orders with U.S. manufacturers (an estimated $1 billion in recent months) and big business 
leaders have been lobbying the White House heavily to continue to trade with Beijing 
unconditionally. 

A study by the Laogai Research Foundation details shipments to the U.S. of some 
900,000 pounds of rubber boots made by forced laborers. The foundation is headed by Harry 
Wu, a former prisoner for 19 years, who estimates that Beijing has jailed up to 50 million people 
in the last four decades. 

Other slave-made products include diesel engines, textiles, tools, and lever hoists -- the 
latter said to be made by the Zhejaing Province No. 4 prison and imported and resold by 
Columbus McKinnon Corp. in Amherst, New York. The U.S. Customs Service is being put off 
despite repeated requests to visit four suspected forced-labor factories in China. 

Attacks on Tibet's culture led Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D-NY) into attaching 
conditions (after a year) to Senate legislation about China's trade status. Other senators in the 
Foreign Relations Committee have been told by intelligence officials that the U.S. "strongly 
suspects" arms violations by China in selling surface-to-surface M-11 missiles to Pakistan; both 
China and Russia have reportedly had protests filed against them for violating the 1987 Missile 
Technology Control Regime. An article about China's draconian methods to reduce its 
population appearing in the New York Times was cited by Secretary of State Warren Christopher 
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when he told a House committee that the Administration was "considering" making China's 
MEN status conditional. 
-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


DID YOU KNOW? 


¢ You're a Ba-a-ad Boy! A native of Holland, Marinus Van Leuzen escaped from the Nazis 
only to fall prey to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The Galveston, Texas resident bought a 
half-acre plot near the Gulf of Mexico over 25 years ago, long before the 1972 federal Clean 
Water Act "protected" what has come to be called "wetlands." 

But when Van Leuzen decided to build his dream house on this lot in 1989, the Army 
Corps told him that he could not build the house because the housing site was federally protected 
"wetlands." The feisty Dutchman built the house anyway, arguing that he owned the property 
and that he had paid taxes on it for 25 years. Through it all, no one alleged that Van Leuzen had 
actually released any dangerous pollutants into the environment; all he had done was pour clean 
fill and concrete to construct a foundation and septic tank for his home. 

U.S. District Court Judge Samuel B. Kent reacted to Van Leuzen's spirited defense of his 
property rights harshly, charging that he had displayed "environmental insensitivity that will, if 
left unchecked, inexorably kill all of us." After quoting left-wing ideologues such as Kurt 
Vonnegut, Kent declared he would make an example of Van Leuzen. The judge ruled that the 
72-year-old Van Leuzen must tear down his house (its insured value is $70,000) and pay a 
$350-per-month fine for the next eight to 12 years. Van Leuzen's final punishment is reminiscent 
of Mao Tse-tung's "Cultural Revolution" in 1970s Red China: He must erect an eight foot by 
twelve foot billboard detailing and confessing his environmental "crimes." 

¢ Miscalculation. When the Baltimore teacher's union, an AFL-CIO affiliate, gave free 
solar-powered calculators to Maryland state politicians, the union did not figure that anyone 
would look under the pencil-shaped sticker covering the "Made in China" label on the devices. 
But a few legislators did, and what ensued was a public relations disaster for the left-leaning 
union, which publicly encourages people to buy products made in America. 

Several Republican leaders suggested that the union should not have tried to deceive the 
recipients of the gifts. "It wouldn't have been noticed if they hadn't stuck a sticker over it, trying 
to conceal it," Maryland House Republican leader Ellen Sauerbrey told the Washington Times. 

¢ In Truth, He Doesn't Inhale. "He's not a cigar smoker, he chews on them." That's what an 
aide to President Clinton said recently, dismissing reports that the President is a closet cigar 
smoker. Spy magazine catalogues the statement as "lie" number 94 in the spoof magazine's May 
cover story, "Clinton's First 100 Lies." Not all of the 100 items listed by the magazine are 
outright lies, such as "lie" number one, in which Mr. Clinton is quoted as saying that "I want to 
have a team that can hit the ground running [immediately after inauguration]." But the collection 
is valuable because many of the statements listed are obvious lies, such as Mr. Clinton's July 
1992 promise that "I'm not going to raise taxes on the middle class" (lie #16), and his claim that 
cutting the deficit in half over the next four years is "impossible" after having promised to do just 
that before last fall's election (lie #44). 

¢ Fresno Sues Anyone Who Can Pay. When the Environmental Protection Agency ordered 
the city of Fresno, California to clean up its hazardous waste site, the city scrambled for money 
to fund the project. When funds were not forthcoming, Fresno decided to try to pinch large 
corporations and state government agencies for the cash by initiating a still-pending $60 million 
civil suit. 

The city acknowledges that the 26 defendants in the lawsuit did nothing illegal, and 
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represent only a fraction of the thousands of individuals, corporations, and government agencies 
who dumped at the site. Asked why Fresno singled out only 26 dumpers, Joe Easley, a lawyer for 
one of the defendants, the state transportation agency Caltrans, suggested, "Maybe everybody 
thinks that because we're a state agency we have deep pockets." 

The city's attorney, James C. Sanchez, admits, "The Superfund law is a draconian, 
all-encompassing law. It doesn't deal with equities of who pays, only if you were a transporter, 
owner, operator or generator of hazardous materials to the site. It doesn't matter that you are 
complying with all the applicable laws." 

¢ Slick Willie Calendar. Two conservative and enterprising college students at the University 
of Maryland-College Park have turned a baneful event -- the election of Bill Clinton to the 
Presidency -- into a humorous product: the "Conservative Countdown" calendar. Each day of the 
calendar (which runs from January 20, 1993 to January 20, 1994) lists the number of days "until 
Slick Willie goes home" and contains quotes "that show just why he is Mr. Slick." The 
students/entrepreneurs have dedicated the calendar to "the 57 percent who didn't vote for Mr. 
Slick, and the other 42 percent that have realized their mistake." 
¢ Treating Animals Better Than People? Greenpeace and other "animal rights" groups have 
long been accused of treating animals better than people. But according to a recent press release 
issued by the property rights organization Putting People First, maybe Greenpeace does hold 
animals in higher esteem than human beings. Reportedly, the management of 
Greenpeace-Canada treated its employees so harshly that some of its office workers in Toronto 
recently formed a union to try to force Greenpeace to stop harassing women and minorities, and 
to standardize layoff and transfer policies. 
-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


NATION Redesigning 


America's Military 

Why does the United States have a military force? The answer to that question used to be 
simple: To insure that no adventurous adversary would inflict harm on this nation or its citizens. 
But the simple has been made complex through a gradual process involving the creation of the 
United Nations and various regional defense groups. 

No sooner had our nation entangled itself in the United Nations in 1945 than the post of 
secretary of war became secretary of defense. More than a name change took place. Henceforth, 
our military would not engage in wars where victory was the sole goal, It would instead 
participate in defensive or containment campaigns. 

Our military was soon being sent to fight, not in wars, but in "a police action" in Korea 
and, as a 1966 State Department Bulletin described the situation in Vietnam, in "a collective 
defense arrangement under Article 51 of the UN Charter." 

Making the UN Supreme 

During a visit to UN headquarters in September 1961, President Kennedy unveiled an 
official disarmament program entitled Freedom From War: The U.S. Program for General and 
Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World. \t boldly called for three stages leading to total 
UN control of the military forces of all nations. 

The program originally outlined in Freedom From War remains the policy of the U.S. 
government. The task of those who have sought such an arrangement has always been to 
convince the American people that building up the UN is the right and smart course to follow. 

For his secretary of defense, Bill Clinton selected a fellow Rhodes Scholar and Council 
on Foreign Relations (CFR) member, former Congressman Les Aspin. After having made his 
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reputation in Washington as a Pentagon basher, Aspin's seniority won him chairmanship of the 
House Armed Services Committee in 1984. In 1977, Aspin journeyed to Cuba and supplied 
dignity to communists Raul and Fidel Castro. In 1985, he helped raise funds for the Marxist 
Institute for Policy Studies. And as recently as 1991, he defended radical Congressman Ron 
Dellums from legitimate charges of consorting with the enemies of our nation in Grenada. 

Since taking office, Aspin has awarded the highest posts in the Defense Department to 
veterans of the leftist Brookings Institute and the Council on Foreign Relations. Deputy Defense 
Secretary William Perry, Assistant Defense Secretary Ashton Carter (CFR), and Brookings 
director John Steinbruner (CFR) co-authored a Brookings monograph last fall calling for a 
complete revamping of our nation's attitude about the use of its military. 

Harvard's Graham Allison (CFR), tapped to be the Defense Department's assistant 
secretary for policy, wants to 

continue to disarm America to allay Russian fears of our nation. Leftist peace activist Morton 
Halperin (CFR) has been named to a newly created post of assistant secretary for democracy and 
human rights. He will be working to convert our nation's military services into an army of 
globe-trotting social workers. 

Halperin recently co-authored Self-Determination in the New World Order for the 
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, a longtime promoter of internationalism and 
pacifism. The Boston Globe for May 9th approvingly noted Halperin's desire to see the U.S. 
transfer responsibilities and resources to the UN, and to employ our nation's military for human 
rights crusades and environmental causes. 

Rejecting Wisdom 

Perry, Carter, and Steinbruner concluded their Brookings article with a rejection of the 
traditional purpose of maintaining a military force: "The major military establishments will have 
to contain their military investments and subordinate the projection of their power to matters of 
international interest rather than national prerogative." That attitude clearly calls for placing one's 
national interests far down, and world government promotion far up, on the list of priorities. 

With these men running the Defense Department, look for our armed forces to be used 
for the twin goals of the new world order: political control through world government and 
economic control through socialism. The question remaining is: Why aren't our own military 
professionals -- active and retired -- speaking out against this radical conversion of the very 
purpose of having a military force? 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


WORLD “Harmonizing” in 
Vienna 

Since 1945, many Americans have looked upon the United Nations in much the same 
way that Herbert Hoover once did: as a place where politicians could "let off steam," or perhaps 
as a playpen for the world's malcontents. However, during the past year the UN has flexed 
serious military muscle in the name of "peacekeeping" and has in other ways served notice of its 
serious intentions. When the UN General Assembly adjourned last December 23rd, Assembly 
President Stoyan Ganev declared, "The General Assembly is facing an historical challenge: to 
truly become a functional world parliament on the basis of the United Nations Charter." 

A major display of that "parliamentary" function will occur at the second UN World 
Conference on Human Rights, which will take place June 11th-25th in Vienna. Although the 
Vienna meeting has received a mere fraction of the advance publicity given to last year's "Earth 
Summit" in Rio de Janeiro, this year's conference could prove to be an even greater danger to 
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American sovereignty. The event may not attract the direct involvement of many heads of state, 

but some 8,000 official delegates, along with hundreds of political activists and observers, will 

take part in the effort to fortify the "human rights" enforcement authority of the United Nations. 
Intrusive Agenda 

The provisional agenda for the Vienna Conference, which was approved by the UN 
General Assembly last December, asserts the "indivisibility of economic, social, cultural, civil 
and political rights." As the body appointed to "protect" such rights, the UN would receive 
dominion over every aspect of the life of every human being. Conference organizers have also 
placed great emphasis upon the supposed need to "harmonize" human rights standards 
throughout the world. When European Community or North American Free Trade Agreement 
negotiators use the term "harmonization," they are referring to the effort to impose uniform 
wages and regulations across national borders. With respect to human rights, "harmonization" 
refers to the subordination of national constitutions to UN human rights conventions and 
covenants. 

It is expected that the centerpiece of the Vienna conference will be a U.S.sponsored 
proposal that the United Nations create the position of High Commissioner for Human Rights. 
This proposal was offered during the first UN World Conference on Human Rights in 1968 but 
was rejected by representatives of both the U.S. and the USSR; it has also been resisted by 
subsequent U.S. presidential administrations. Many believe that such objections will not arise in 
this "post-Cold War" period. 

As currently envisioned, the new high commissioner would unify the efforts of the 15 
UN organizations devoted to human rights. He would also have a role in coordinating UN 
"peacekeeping" missions, which may become much more plentiful after the conference: A 
proposed human rights declaration to be presented for signature at Vienna would empower the 
Security Council to order military intervention in countries found guilty of human rights abuses. 

The Clinton Administration favors the nomination of Ibrahim Fall for the high 
commissioner position. Fall has served as foreign minister for the socialist government of 
Senegal and is presently assistant UN secretary-general for human rights. He is also chairman of 
the Vienna Conference. Should Fall receive the position, he will take with him an ambitious 
agenda. Fall contends, "There is a need for a competent international body to punish serious and 
massive human rights abuses." Accordingly, he believes that the Vienna conference should 
empower a global court with the mandate to "watch over the human rights of all nations." 
According to Fall, the proposed global court is a logical outgrowth of the UN's decision to 
convene an ad hoc war crimes tribunal to deal with atrocities committed in the Yugoslavian 
quagmire. 

Vague Provisions 

As chairman of the conference, Fall will have great influence over the substance of any 
agreements or declarations to emerge from Vienna. Article 18 of the draft human rights 
declaration prepared under Fall's supervision calls for "measures to act efficiently and fast in 
cases of genocide, extra-judicial executions and other indiscriminate killings." Other offenses 
that would prompt UN intervention include "forced disappearances, torture, slavery, attacks 
against civilians and the impairing of civilian aid." 

However, nestled among the more easily recognized crimes of genocide can be found 
mention of "flagrant racism and racial discrimination" -- a category sufficiently vague to permit 
(for example) UN intervention in the domestic affairs of United States. The "Fall Document" 
calls for "the creation of an international system to apply quick and flexible coercive and 
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preventive measures to foster respect for human rights and humanitarian law" (emphasis added). 

The implications of this language have not been lost on radical activists in the United 
States. During the final pre-conference preparatory meeting in Geneva, black activist Viola 
Plummer told assembled delegates that America is living beneath a system of "militarized 
racism" in which the police and armed forces terrorize ethnic minorities. Plummer endorsed the 
creation of a high commissioner whose duties would include the investigation of racism 
throughout the world -- beginning with the United States. 

Other Establishment figures have offered timely support for the Clinton Administration's 
proposals. In a press conference held in Atlanta on April 23rd, former President Jimmy Carter 
endorsed the concept of a UN human rights commissioner who would be "empowered to act 
promptly to prevent or check human rights violations." Carter also called upon the world's 
governments to support the creation of an international tribunal similar to the UN World Court 
which would have the specific task of ruling in cases of human rights abuses. 

Issue of Sovereignty 

UN officials have been studying a proposed "Code for Crimes Against the Peace and 
Security of Humankind," which would establish a uniform world standard to be applied by a UN 
"human rights" court. This would accomplish the organization's goal of "ensuring universality, 
objectivity and non-selectivity" regarding the recognition of human rights. However, as the 
March issue of UN Chronicle concedes, "The question of national sovereignty lies at the center 
of the debate over whether or not to increase the authority of the U.N. system to intervene in the 
internal affairs of nations where human rights are being violated." 

Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali addressed the question of sovereignty in an article 
published in the winter 1992-93 issue of Foreign Affairs. Boutros-Ghali wrote, "A major 
intellectual requirement of our time is to rethink the question of sovereignty." Boutros-Ghali 
rejects the traditional Western concept of sovereignty, preferring a "universal sovereignty that 
resides in all humanity...." 

Boutros-Ghali's formulation dispenses with the concept of the sovereign (self-governing) 
individual: If "sovereignty" resides only in the global collective, there is no room for the 
expression of the individual will. All of the UN's human rights instruments are predicated upon 
this concept. They are structured in such a fashion that the "rights" referred to cannot possibly 
impede the designs of the global state. This is illustrated by Article 29, paragraph 3 of the 
so-called Universal Declaration of Human Rights: "These rights and freedoms may in no case be 
exercised contrary to the purposes and principles of the United Nations." 

This concept of the omnipotent state is irreconcilable with the American constitutional 
order, in which political authority begins with the divinely appointed rights of the sovereign 
individual and descends from him to various entities of representative government. Both the 
government and the governed are ruled by law, the ultimate source of which is also the 
provenance of mankind's rights -- namely, God. 

In contrast, the UN concept of "human rights" begins with the assumption that rights 
emanate, not from God, but from government, and that such "rights" must be enumerated by 
government at the planetary level. In the American concept, the government has only those 
specific powers delegated to it; in the UN concept, humans have only those rights the state 
condescends to bestow. 

During a debate over the UN's Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Soviet delegate 
Andrei Vishinsky (whose distinguished service to the cause of "human rights" included service 
as chief prosecutor under Stalin) neatly summarized the UN's vision of rights: "The rights of 
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human beings cannot be considered outside the prerogatives of governments, and the very 
understanding of human rights is a governmental concept." 

In spite of the inescapable dissonance between these two concepts of rights, American 
leaders have treated them as if they could be harmonized. In 1963 President John F. Kennedy 
urged the Senate to ratify three UN human rights conventions, arguing, "The United States 
cannot afford to renounce responsibility for support of the very fundamentals which distinguish 
our concept of government from all forms of tyranny." In the context that it was delivered, 
Kennedy's sonorous declaration was a crashing non sequitur. 

UN Supremacy 

Some UN supporters have been willing to drop the pretense that UN law is compatible 
with American principles. In 1950 a California court struck down a state. law which was found 
to be in conflict with the UN Charter. The decision maintained that through the federal 
Constitution's supremacy clause the UN Charter had become the "law of the land." 

This position was reiterated in a 1952 speech by John Foster Dulles, a Council on Foreign 
Relations member who later became secretary of state: "Under our Constitution, treaties become 
the supreme law of the land. They are indeed more supreme than ordinary laws, for 
congressional laws are invalid if they do not conform to the Constitution, whereas treaty laws 
can override the Constitution." 

The arguments presented by UN apologists perish abruptly when they collide with the 
statements of the founders. James Madison declared, "I do not conceive that power is given to 
the President and the Senate to dismember the empire, or alienate any great, essential right." 
Thomas Jefferson observed, "By the general power to make treaties, the Constitution must have 
intended to comprehend only those objects which are usually regulated by treaty, and cannot 
otherwise be regulated. It must have meant to except out of these the rights reserved to the 
States; for surely the President and the Senate cannot do by treaty what the whole government is 
interdicted from doing in any way." 

It is nonsense to argue that the American founders, who had secured their rights by 
wresting their independence from Britain by bloodshed, blithely conferred upon the central 
government the authority to surrender American independence through treaties. Yet American 
leaders have spared no effort to entangle America in numerous UN covenants and conventions. 

In 1977, President Jimmy Carter signed the UN Covenant on Economic, Social and 
Cultural Rights and the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. Although the first covenant has 
yet to be ratified, President Clinton may soon endorse Senate approval of the measure. The 
second covenant was ratified on April 2, 1992, when the Senate approved it by a unanimous 
voice vote. 

During debate over ratification of the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, senators 
deployed all of the expected platitudes. Senator Clairborne Pell (D-RI) rhapsodized that the 
covenant "guarantees basic rights and freedoms consistent with our own Constitution and Bill of 
Rights." Senator Patrick Moynihan (D-NY) also asseverated that the covenant "reflects the 
principles articulated in our own Bill of Rights." However, in the very next paragraph of his 
peroration, Moynihan allowed that the covenant was not entirely in harmony with the First 
Amendment: 

Some have raised concerns about the standards in the covenant having to do with free 

speech. I strongly support the [Bush] Administration's reservation on this 

provision and believe that by ratifying the covenant the United States will be in a 

position to help prevent misinterpretation and abuse of this provision. 
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Moynihan's arguments simply will not parse. If the covenant is an extension of the Bill of 
Rights, why is a free speech reservation necessary? If the covenant is an indispensable safeguard 
of human liberty, why is it necessary for America to "prevent misinterpretation and abuse" of the 
instrument? Furthermore, if the covenant is such an unambiguous blessing, why was its 
ratification accomplished by an anonymous voice vote? Should not the names of the senators 
responsible for this beneficent gesture be available for posterity's grateful perusal? 

"Women's Rights" 

In 1980, with Soviet troops raping Afghanistan, Iranian terrorists tormenting American 
citizens, Nicaraguan communists executing erstwhile American allies, and the American 
economy mired in stagflation, President Jimmy Carter somehow found time to sign the UN 
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women. That document 
has yet to be ratified by the Senate, perhaps in part because of crucial admissions made by the 
Carter Administration regarding the treaty's implications. 

A "Memorandum of Law" provided to the Senate by then-Secretary of State Edmund 
Muskie (CFR) detailed some of the convention's potential effects upon American law and 
society. According to the State Department's memorandum, Article One of the "women's rights" 
convention would bring private organizations and interpersonal relationships within the purview 
of the UN. The Muskie memorandum stated that the convention would allow the UN to "reach 
into the areas that are not regulated by the federal government." Article Two would require 
revisions in American military policy, such as the removal of the combat ban on female military 
personnel. American military policy is presently being "harmonized" with that portion of the UN 
"women's rights" convention. 

The State Department document also noted that Article Two would require Congress to 
pass "appropriate corrective legislation" to regulate "membership in private clubs and 
organizations"; no exceptions were mentioned for religious organizations. Article Five would 
command signatory nations "to modify the social and cultural patterns of conduct of men and 
women" and to monitor the content of "family education." Article Ten would make the federal 
government responsible for the "elimination of any stereotyped concept of the roles in men and 
women at all levels and in all forms of education." 

The Clinton Administration, with its Carter-esque priorities, will probably press for 
Senate ratification of the women's rights convention. It has already called for an enlarged role for 
the UN in domestic issues involving women's rights. In a May 6th meeting with the UN Human 
Rights Commission in Geneva, Ambassador Kenneth Blackwell, the chief U.S. delegate to the 
Vienna meeting, proposed that the UN appoint a special investigator to examine the abuse of 
women worldwide. The nine-page plan offered by Blackwell reportedly recommends that the 
special investigator serve under the proposed High Commissioner for Human Rights. 

In addition to monitoring such practices as female infanticide (which is committed by the 
Red Chinese government with help from UN subsidies), the special investigator's jurisdiction 
would include such subjects as rape and domestic violence. 

In recent years, feminists have made opportunistic use of the subject of violence against 
women. One well-established tenet of contemporary feminism is that rape and other forms of 
violence against women are not individual offenses against individual women, but rather forms 
of systemic terrorism against women. For example, Against Her Will, an influential feminist 
tract composed by Susan Brownmiller, argues that rape is "nothing more or less -than a 
conscious process of intimidation by which all men keep all women in a state of fear." For such 
agitators, the problem of violence against women cannot be solved without a comprehensive 
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restructuring of society. 

Like Marxism, feminism has always interfaced comfortably with globalism. In the 
months leading up to the Vienna meeting, feminist groups in the U.S., Canada, and other 
countries have conducted a petition drive in the hope of prevailing upon the UN to place 
women's rights on the conference agenda. This effort was organized by the Center for Women's 
Global Leadership at Rutgers University and the International Women's Tribune Centre in New 
York City. 

On May 17th, the UN Commission on the Status of Women announced that it was 
working on a declaration that would define violence against women as a human rights offense. 
The draft declaration condemns "any act, omission, controlling behavior or threat in any sphere 
that results in, or is likely to result in, physical, sexual or psychological injury to women." Such 
expansive, ill-defined terms cannot help but whet the appetite of activists and litigators. 

UN Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali also submitted a report to the Commission on the 
Status of Women in which he took aim at "cultural barriers" that supposedly prevent women 
from enjoying their rights. According to Boutros-Ghali, women are oppressed by "structural 
obstacles ... in the form of state policy, legislation, judicial interpretation and law enforcement." 
He also criticized "cultural obstacles experienced in the context of family, community and 
religious institutions." Apparently, no institution or association falls outside the UN mandate to 
"empower" women. 

"Children's Rights" 

The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, which was signed by President George 
Bush in 1990, offers another avenue for UN intervention in private lives. The convention makes 
children a UN constituency with "rights" that can be set at odds against those of parents. If the 
convention is ratified, child-care practices in every American family and community could be 
submitted to the scrutiny of UN-designated "experts." 

The 1990 UN World Summit for Children in New York brought together 70 heads of 
state and countless celebrities in an orgy of lachrymose self-approval. During the week of the 
summit, a million people throughout the world took part in candlelight vigils. Hands were held; 
songs were sung; balloons were released into the evening sky. The masses were marinated in 
syrupy sentimentality about "saving the children." But all that was really accomplished by this 
outpouring of orchestrated sentiment was the institutional enrichment of the UN. 

One American statesman had sufficient temerity to speak the truth about the UN 
"children's rights" convention. Representative Thomas J. Bliley (R-VA) detailed the dangers of 
the convention in remarks delivered on the floor of the House and in an op-ed column in the 
Washington Times. For Bliley, the case against the convention could be easily summarized: 
"Ratification [of the convention] is not about children; it is about power." 

Elaborated Bliley: 

A great many people would probably be willing to sacrifice major portions of our 

Constitution if the ratification of this document could instantly end poverty and 

drug abuse, guarantee that not another child would be physically or sexually 

abused and shut down the pornography industry that has infected the cell of our 

society, the family. But it will not, and we will have exchanged our history as the 

oldest constitutional government for a new bureaucracy. 

The choice is indeed as stark as Bliley suggests. The preamble to the UN children's rights 
convention contends that children should be "brought up in the spirit of the ideals proclaimed in 
the Charter of the United Nations...." What if parents prefer to raise their children in the spirit of 
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America's constitutional ideals and Judeo-Christian heritage? Would this be a violation of 
children's rights under the covenant? 

Article 24, section 3 of the instrument requires that governments "take all effective and 
appropriate measures with a view to abolishing traditional practices prejudicial to the health of 
children." This element of the convention delights the many social activists, academics, and 
litigators in the United States who believe that the "patriarchal" family is abusive by definition. 

The abuse of parents and families by child "protective" agencies is a growing problem in 
the U.S. -- the recent debacle in Waco being a particularly memorable example. Social observers 
familiar with the tactics of government "child savers" -- which include the fabrication of 
evidence, child abduction, and the systematic abuse of the rights of accused parents -- are 
understandably alarmed by the prospect of UN-approved "child protection" workers. 

One issue that may be dealt with during a "parallel conference" in Vienna is a proposal 
for the creation of a special UN body to deal with the issue of child abuse. During a "Student 
Human Rights Conference" held in Vienna in March, a group of delegates petitioned the UN to 
create an international court to investigate child abuse. According to a wire service report, the 
student delegates "demanded an international court with the brief of inquiring into allegations of 
violations against children's rights. This is enshrined in the 1989 UN Convention on the Rights 
of Children." One can imagine situations in which American parents could find themselves 
arraigned before a court of foreigners to face charges of child abuse or neglect. 

Genocide and "Hate Crimes" 

In 1966, U.S. delegate Arthur J. Goldberg signed a United Nations Declaration on Racial 
Discrimination. That measure defines "racial injustice" as an "obstacle to friendly and peaceful 
relations among nations." It also condemns groups and individuals who "promote" discrimination 
and provides for the prosecution of such offenses. The legal status of that declaration is 
ambiguous, but it may be seen as a complementary measure to the UN Genocide Convention, 
which was signed by President Ronald Reagan in 1988. 

The Genocide Convention was revealed to be a hollow fraud when it was signed by 
representatives of the Soviet Union, Red China, communist Cambodia, and other sanguinary 
regimes. Nothing in the convention has deterred tyrants from committing acts of mass murder. 
However, it provides yet another avenue of assault upon American sovereignty and may have 
had a trickle-down effect upon our domestic laws. 

In testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee in 1970, Senator Sam 
Ervin warned, "If the Senate should ratify the Genocide convention, the United States would be 
obligated by it to punish public officials and private citizens for acts alien to the concept 
embodied in the term 'genocide." Article XI of the Genocide Convention dictates that the 
"international court of justice" will have jurisdiction in disputes about the proper interpretation of 
the instrument. Article VII provides for the extradition of those who are accused of acts of 
"genocide." Thus American citizens or soldiers are at risk of extradition by and trial before 
foreign courts if they are accused of genocidal acts. 

The definition of such acts goes well beyond the obvious. Legal scholar Robert A. 
Friedlander has observed that the convention's designation of genocide is "vague and overbroad, 
arbitrary and capricious, and unreasonable in construction and composition." Article II of the 
convention defines genocide to include not only systematic murder but also actions or perhaps 
even statements that cause "serious ... mental harm" to members of protected groups. Although 
the Senate approved a reservation that defined "mental harm" as permanent impairment, such 
reservations have no international legal standing. Furthermore, it is interesting to note that "hate 
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crimes" laws, which began to appear at about the time that President Reagan signed the 
Genocide Convention, work from similar premises. 

Defenders of hate crimes statutes insist that crimes committed against members of 
protected groups (ethnic minorities, homosexuals, etc.) are "crimes against the entire group" and 
worthy of more serious punishment. Furthermore, many statutes -- including the federal hate 
crimes measure -- define verbal assaults upon protected groups as a type of hate crime. This 
could be yet another example of an effort to "harmonize" American domestic law with UN 
standards. 

Learning by Example 

Other nations are learning hard lessons about entanglement in UN covenants and 
conventions. When the inhabitants of the Australian state of Tasmania decided to build a 
hydroelectric dam, environmental activists filed a court challenge. The Australian court of final 
appeal ruled against the construction of the dam, citing a UN convention that designated the dam 
site a "world heritage area." 

Tasmania is also the site of a potentially precedent-setting use of UN law. Nick Toonen, a 
homosexual rights activist, has asked the UN Human Rights Committee to investigate 
Tasmania's anti-homosexuality statute. In November of last year the committee replied that 
Toonen could be classified as a "victim" and that his claims were admissible; a ruling is expected 
sometime this year. The December 27, 1992 San Francisco Examiner reported, "A U.N. ruling 
could oblige the national government to use its powers under the Australian Constitution to 
override Tasmania's state law." 

Homosexual activists in the United States have taken note of this development. The 
March 1993 issue of Out! magazine reports that an activist group called "Queer Planet" has 
asked the U.S. Commission on Improving the Effectiveness of the United Nations (described as a 
"bipartisan group created by the federal government" to "reinvigorate" the UN) to include "gay 
and lesbian human rights issues" in its September report to President Clinton. The report 
mentions that "international gay rights activists" plan to address the commission during public 
hearings in various cities. It is conceivable that homosexual activists in the U.S. may soon 
petition the UN to intervene against the few American communities that resolutely defend 
conventional morality. 

During the Cold War decades, worries about military confrontation with the Soviet 
empire troubled many Americans. Those concerns were not without merit, but they did not 
penetrate to the heart of the threat to America. It now appears that American independence, 
which was bought and preserved at a dear cost, may not perish in a nuclear paroxysm, but be 
whittled away by devoted internationalists in our own government -- and squandered by a 
population that has been anesthetized by comforting talk about "human rights." 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


THE RIGHT ANSWERS 


Q. Did the head of the Council on Foreign Relations actually join the Clinton Administration? 
If so, who now runs the organization? 
-- O.E., Alexandria, LA 


A. Peter Tarnoff moved from his position as president of the Council on Foreign Relations, the 
group emblematic of the Establishment's invisible government of the U.S., to the Clinton State 
Department as the under secretary for political affairs. His superiors at State, Secretary Warren 
Christopher and Deputy Secretary Clifton Wharton, have both been directors of the CFR. 
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Tarnoff's recently announced replacement as CFR president is Leslie Gelb, the New York Times 
columnist who was earlier in the Defense Department during LBJ's Administration and in the 
Carter State Department. 


Q. Has Jesse Jackson stopped paying federal income taxes as some kind of protest? 
-- L.O., Browns Mills, NJ 


A. We have seen no evidence of that, but what the good reverend has done -- and in this he has 
been backed up by the mayor of Washington, DC, Sharon Pratt Kelly -- is to advise residents of 
the District of Columbia not to file their federal income tax returns because the federal capital 
city is not a state, and to continue not to file until such time as DC becomes a state. Jackson, the 
"shadow senator" of DC, and Mayor Kelly used the month of April, designated in DC as 
Statehood Month, as an occasion to recommend breaking the law, with Jackson saying, "We 
cannot accept the burden of taxation without representation." (Jackson and the Constitution -with 
its explicit references about statehood and the federal capital -- have apparently not yet been 
introduced.) 

Kelly, for her part, said on April Ist that "today we're announcing that the District of 
Columbia isn't going to be a fool any longer." Apparently neither Kelly nor Jackson are 
practicing what they preach in this regard. Anybody who follows their urging might be 
considered a "fool," however, if for no other reason than the fact that the average annual tax 
refund, which 75 percent get in the region, is $1,000. 

Q. Is the sheik whose followers are suspected of bombing the World Trade Center under 
arrest? 

--R.J.S., Chicopee, MA 


A. Sheik Omar Abdel Rahman has had much suspicion directed at him and those close to him, 
but the Justice Department says there is no "concrete evidence" that he participated in terrorist 
acts. Indeed, the Egyptian cleric, who is on the State Department's watch list for terrorists and 
other undesirables, was banned from entering the U.S., but succeeded in doing so at least twice. 
He is under a deportation order, but the government contends that it would cost too much money 
to hold him in custody until a deportation takes place; some deportation proceedings take years. 

A letter from acting Assistant Attorney General John Keeney to New York City 
authorities stated: "In view of Rahman's poor health and incidental requirements for medical 
attention, his confinement, pending disposition of his appeal of the exclusion order, would 
impose a significant burden upon Government resources. In the absence of concrete evidence 
that Rahman is participating in or involved in planning acts of terrorism, the assumption of that 
burden is considered unwarranted." 

After the bombing of the World Trade Center, closer attention was paid to the way aliens 
get into the United States. Under current policy, someone can arrive at an international airport 
without proper documents and need only say he is seeking asylum in order to qualify for a 
judicial hearing. As the Wall Street Journal has reported, "Because the hearings may be 
scheduled many months after their arrival, they may be allowed to work while waiting 
determination of their status. Once the hearing is scheduled, many of the immigrants don't show, 
and presumably remain in the U.S. illegally." 


Q. A recent women's magazine cover proclaimed that Tipper Gore was a fighter for the 
family. Is this anywhere near the truth? 
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-- M.A.D., Torrance, CA 


A. In the current White House, family values are a relative thing. Compared to Hillary 
Clinton's hard-edged feminism, however, Tipper does come off as a more typical mom. Indeed, 
the Sunday Telegraph of London -- which repeated the oft-told story about Chelsea Clinton 
informing the school nurse to get permission for some minor medical problem from her father, 
because Hillary's "rather busy these days" -- picked up on this point about Mrs. Gore not long 
ago, saying: "According to a family acquaintance, the child has retreated into the more 
conventionally maternal arms of Tipper Gore, wife of the vice president. 'Tipper has become a 
sort of surrogate mother for Chelsea,' says the friend. Hillary rarely drives her daughter to school 
these days. Recently, Chelsea burst into tears when her escort turned out to be a soldier in 
uniform." 

Q. What happened to all those reforms the new freshmen congressmen were going to 
implement? 

-- N.N., Kaneohe, HI 


A. A legion of them fell by the wayside as veteran lawmakers took the rookies under their 
wings and told them about the facts of life on Capitol Hill. Among the theoretical proposals that 
Democratic liberals pushed before the Leadership of the Majority: limiting the value of gifts a 
member of Congress could receive (the freshmen had wanted it reduced to $50); abolishing free 
parking at National Airport in Washington (where congressmen and other VIPs have special 
reserved slots); and imposing term limits on committee chairmen. Those ideas were shelved. 

On the other hand, the freshman congressmen in the GOP have been more aggressive, at 
least within their party, in promoting reforms -- including organizational, fiscal, and procedural 
changes -- many of which would start Congress back in the right direction. Of course, the 
Republicans are in the minority and many of the new lawmakers' most constructive reforms will 
likely be stymied. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


AMERICAN OPINION Truth 
and Cover-up 


ROBERT W. LEE 
Sorting out the Waco tragedy 


Filtering fact from fiction in the wake of the disastrous confrontation between federal 
agents and the Branch Davidian religious sect led by self-styled "prophet" David Koresh will be 
quite a task. Crucial evidence and key witnesses were consumed by the fire that destroyed the 
sect's complex near Waco, Texas on April 19th. Then on May 12th, government officials, citing 
a need to fill holes and cover trash and raw sewage for safety and health reasons, rolled 
bulldozers across the burned-out ruins, further depleting the inventory of evidence. Moreover, 
many important aspects of the entire 51-day standoff have become muddled as federal agencies 
and officials struggle to justify their actions. 

On February 28th, more than 100 Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (BATF) 
agents stormed the complex to execute an arrest warrant for David Koresh and a search warrant 
for the premises. Four agents were killed and 16 wounded in the resulting shoot-out, while six 
members of the sect reportedly died and an unknown number were injured. According to the 
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affidavit on which the search warrant was based, the sect was suspected of harboring illegal 
weapons and converting some of the weapons obtained legally to illegal ones. 

The BATF apparently did not attempt (or intend) to serve the warrant in the usual benign 
manner. One agent involved told the Houston Chronicle, "We had practiced to where it took 
seven seconds for us to get out of the tarp-covered cattle trailers we rolled up in, and 12 seconds 
to reach the front door." 

Past Cooperation 

In the past, the Davidians had cooperated with law enforcement and human services 
authorities. In 1987, for instance, David Koresh (who was then Vernon Howell -- he legally 
changed his name in 1990) was involved in a shoot-out with a rival for control of the 77-acre 
property. Koresh and seven associates were arrested, indicted, and tried for attempted murder. 
The seven associates were acquitted; charges against Koresh were dropped after the jury 
deadlocked. 

The prosecutor in the case was then-McLennan County District Attorney Vic Feazell. 
During a March Ist interview with the Houston Chronicle, he recalled, "We had no problems" 
with arresting the Davidians. The sheriff and a deputy simply called Koresh and told him that 
charges were pending and that he and his associates would have to turn themselves in and 
surrender their weapons. Deputies went to the compound and the suspects readily complied. "We 
treated them like human beings, rather than storm-trooping the place," Feazell reflects. "They 
were extremely polite people. After the trial -- although we didn't agree with everything they 
believed or said -- many of the members of the staff were pretty sympathetic with them." Feazell 
describes this year's incident as "a vulgar display of power on the part of the feds being met with 
fear and paranoia on the part of the Davidians. If they'd called and talked to them, the Davidians 
would've given them what they wanted." 

When Henry McMahon and Karen Kilpatrick operated Hewitt's Handguns in Waco, they 
sold David Koresh some $50,000 worth of firearms. During an April 21st television interview, 
McMahon recounted a revealing incident involving himself, Koresh, and the BATF. Noting that 
Koresh was always meticulous in filling out the legal paperwork for his gun purchases, 
McMahon recalled that at the end of July 1992, a BATF compliance officer, accompanied by a 
trainee, visited the gun shop to check records on the more than 4,000 guns that the store had sold 
over the years, included more than 100 sold to Koresh. As the day wore on, the officer began 
asking questions about the Davidian leader and requested (and was given) a list of the guns that 
Koresh had purchased. McMahon then called Koresh, while the BATF functionaries were there. 
As recounted by McMahon, he said to Koresh, "They're here asking about all these guns. They 
think its a big deal that you've bought so many guns." And Koresh responded, "If there's a 
problem, tell them to come out here." McMahon offered to take the agents out to see Koresh, but 
they declined. 

Could the arrest warrant for Koresh have been executed while he was outside the compound? 
Federal authorities at first clatmed that Koresh had been under constant surveillance for about 
two months, had not left the compound for five weeks, and was not expected to do so anytime 
soon. But Paul Fatta, a Davidian who was running errands elsewhere when the raid took place, 
told reporters that on several occasions in recent weeks he, Koresh, and others had gone "jogging 
down the road, almost three miles down the road. Five guys in tennis shoes jogging in shorts. I 
want to know why at that time, if they wanted him to come peacefully or serve the warrant, why 
wasn't it done then? We were off the property several times." 

Brent Moore, manager of the Chelsea Street Pub and Grill which Koresh frequented, told 
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the Houston Post for March 5th, "He was in here three or four weeks ago." One music store 
owner recalled that Koresh had stopped by in early January. When numerous other neighbors 
and merchants claimed that they also had seen Koresh around town in the weeks preceding the 
raid, BATF Associate Director Dan Hartnett admitted that the BATF had not monitored the 
complex on a 24-hour basis, which contradicted the earlier claims and meant that the agency was 
not certain of Koresh's comings and goings. 

Who Fired First? 

The crucial question of who fired the first shot during the original BATF raid remains in 
doubt. According to BATF intelligence chief David Troy, the entire mission (reportedly named 
Operation Trojan Horse) was videotaped, but the tapes are being withheld due to the homicide 
investigation. The unexpurgated tapes could confirm who fired first and clarify other key aspects 
of the tragedy. To preclude possible tampering, U.S. District Judge Walter S. Smith Jr. in Waco 
has ordered the FBI to preserve all of the government's audio and videotapes of the February 
28th raid. Unless complete, unedited tapes can be produced, and soon, the widespread suspicion 
that the government is engaged in a cover-up will intensify. 

Did those inside the compound even realize they were being attacked by law enforcement 
officials? Sect member David Thibodeau, who survived the fire, was interviewed by the 
television tabloid A Current Affair for May 3rd. Thibodeau claimed that fellow sect member 
Douglas Wayne Martin, a Harvard-trained attorney, called 911 to report the assault. As 
recounted by Thibodeau, the "person at 911 put him through to another agency -- I think it was 
the sheriff's department, but I'm not 100 percent sure -- and the person at the other end of the 
phone said, "Well hi, boys, how y'all doin' out there?’ And, you know, Wayne's screaming, 'We're 
gettin’ shot at! We're gettin’ killed! We're getting killed!"" 

Since tapes of 911 calls are preserved, it should be a simple matter to verify Thibodeau's 
account. But as A Current Affair correspondent Mary Garofalo noted, it "has become a 
controversial recording [that] police refuse to release to the press." 

Flawed Affidavit 

The search warrant issued by U.S. Magistrate Judge Dennis G. Green, dated February 
25th, was based on an affidavit signed that day by BATF Special Agent Davy Aguilera. The 
affidavit is larded with unsubstantiated allegations by disgruntled former Branch Davidians and 
with inherently contradictory claims. Some legal scholars have questioned the legality of the 
search warrant itself -- which had to be based on "probable cause" -- in light of the flawed 
affidavit. 

At one point, for instance, the affidavit refers to Aguilera's conversation with a colleague, 
Special Agent Carlos Torres, who related to Aguilera the gist of an interview he had conducted 
on December 4, 1992 with Ms. Joyce Sparks of the Texas Department of Human Services. 

Responding to a complaint the agency had received from outside the state that Koresh 
was operating a commune-type compound and was sexually abusing young girls, Ms. Sparks had 
visited the compound on February 27, 1992 and talked with some of the children. She did not 
report that any were abused, but (in Aguilera's words) had "talked to a young boy about 7 or 8 
years old. The child said that he could not wait to grow up and be a man. When Ms. Sparks 
asked him why he was in such a hurry to grow up, he replied that when he grew up he would get 
a 'long gun’ just like all the other men there. When Ms. Sparks pursued the subject, the boy told 
her that all the adults had guns and that they were always practicing with them." Apparently, 
both Ms. Sparks and Aguilera viewed the episode as sinister, even though the same sort of 
response could have been elicited from, say, a young Davy Crockett, Daniel Boone, or Alvin 
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York. 

Ms. Sparks returned to the compound on April 6th and (as recounted by Aguilera) "said 
that during her conversation with Koresh, [Koresh] told her that he was the 'Messenger' from 
God, that the world was coming to an end, and that when he 'reveals' himself the riots in Los 
Angeles would pale in comparison to what was going to happen in Waco, Texas. Koresh stated 
that it would be a 'military type operation’ and that all the 'non-believers' would have to suffer." 

That account, which was widely publicized by the media, helped to underpin the 
contention that Koresh and his followers may have been plotting a violent attack on Waco. Note, 
however, that this account has Koresh claiming on April 6th that "the dots in Los Angeles would 
pale in comparison" to events in Waco, when in fact the LA riots did not begin until April 30th, 
24 days later! Unless Koresh was indeed the prophet he claimed to be, something is obviously 
amiss! 

On pages 14-15 of the affidavit, Agent Aguilera claims that a BATF informant within the 
compound reported "that he [Koresh] did not pay taxes or local taxes because he felt he did not 
have to." Yet on page three, Aguilera describes the 1987 shooting incident mentioned earlier and 
asserts that, although Koresh's rival "was in jeopardy of losing the property by foreclosure due to 
delinquent taxes which had not been paid since 1968," the "taxes owed on the Mt. Carmel Center 
[as the compound was known] have been paid by Howell's [Koresh's] group." 

And at yet another point, Aguilera asserts that a sheriff's department lieutenant "furnished 
me with recent aerial photographs of the Mount Carmel Center which had been taken by Captain 
Dan Weyenberg of the McLennan County Sheriff's Department, Waco, Texas. Among the things 
noted in the photographs was a buffed bus near the main structure...." During her April 6th visit 
to the compound, Ms. Sparks had noticed a trap door in the floor at one end of the building. In 
Aguilera's words, "Koresh allowed her to look into the trap door. She could see a ladder leading 
down into a buried school bus." How could an aerial photograph show a bus so deeply buried 
that it must be accessed via a trap door and ladder? 

Despite such contradictions, Magistrate Judge Green signed off on the warrant that led to 
the attempted search that led to the shoot-out that led to the standoff that led to the holocaust. 

Mysterious Tip-Off? 

At first, the BATF told reporters that the raid had failed because the Davidians were 
tipped off by a mysterious caller. It was subsequently learned, however, that actions by the 
BATEF itself and the other law enforcement agencies involved may have enabled the sect to 
realize what was happening and when. At least 11 reporters were on the scene before the assault 
team struck. According to the New York Times for March 28th, residents of Waco reported that 
their radio scanners picked up BATF agents talking to each other on their walkie-talkies prior to 
the raid. Helicopters were overhead as the first agent set foot on the ground. A BATF spokesman 
acknowledged on March Ist that local police were talking openly about the undertaking on an 
easily overheard radio frequency 45 minutes before the raid, but claimed that there was "no 
evidence" that it was a factor in tipping off the Davidians. 

On March 11th, BATF Deputy Associate Director Dan Conroy told reporters, "We 
absolutely, categorically deny we contacted the media prior to the raid." He subsequently 
acknowledged, however, that Sharon Wheeler, a BATF spokeswoman in Dallas, had contacted 
several Dallas-based news agencies a few hours prior to the raid and asked for the phone 
numbers of specific press representatives who could be reached "in case something happened" 
over the weekend. And during his testimony before the House Judiciary Committee on April 
28th, BATF Director Stephen E. Higgins was asked by Representative John Bryant (D-TX): 
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"Did somebody at the BATF notify the press in advance of the raid?" Higgins replied: "Yes, I 
think there's evidence which indicates that someone did." 


An especially disturbing aspect of this whole affair is the extent to which federal authorities 
have relied on unverified charges by former Branch Davidians as the basis for their decisions. 
The testimony of disgruntled members of religious organizations, of former employees, or of 
embittered family members is notoriously unreliable standing alone. The most sensational 
charges about David Koresh's alleged adulteries, multiple wives, sex with children, etc., have 
come from disaffected Davidians such as Australian musician James Tom, who has received 
extensive media coverage for his claim that Koresh once spanked his (Tom's) daughter for some 
30 to 40 minutes (or 45 to 50 minutes, depending on the interview), until the child's bottom was 
bleeding and bruised, because she would not sit on his lap. Asked why he did not intervene, Tom 
once explained that "I couldn't," because he might get hurt himself. 

Tom has also charged that Koresh once asked him to surrender one of his children for a 
literal human sacrifice, and that on another occasion Koresh locked his own three-year-old son in 
a garage as punishment and told the boy there were rats in the garage who liked to gnaw on 
children. 

Tom has said, "When I first saw him [Koresh], I thought this guy is the spitting image of 
Charles Manson." Why, then, did he join the sect in the first place? Why would he bring his 
children into a compound run by someone he perceived as a Charles Manson clone? 

Tom could conceivably be telling the truth, as could the other disaffected Davidians who 
have made similar sensational allegations against Koresh, but there is simply no independent 
verification of their charges. In any event, even if these charges are true, they do not justify the 
federal intervention that occurred. Child abusers should certainly be brought to justice, but child 
abuse is a local or state matter, not a federal matter. 

Demonizing Koresh 

David Koresh was no angel (nor prophet, nor Jesus for that matter). He also headed a sect 
that most people would call a cult. But how do these facts explain the wild exaggerations by his 
critics? During a MacNeil/Lehrer NewsHour interview on April 20th, for example, terrorism 
expert Frank McGuire claimed that "David Koresh left a trail of criminal behavior going back to 
at least 1987," when the most that can be said is that he left a trail of alleged criminality. FBI 
spokesman Bob Ricks labeled Koresh "a classical sociopath," Attorney General Janet Reno 
branded him "a dangerous criminal," Fort Worth Star-Telegram columnist Bill Thompson 
described him as "one of the vilest mass murderers of our time," and President Clinton said he 
was "dangerous, irrational and probably insane." Such unsubstantiated statements have served 
primarily to condition the public to accept the calamitous federal response as justified, no matter 
how unconstitutional and brutal, since the target was characterized as being a monster who had 
to be brought down by any means. 

At one point during the standoff it was rumored that Koresh was planning to destroy a 
dam in the Waco area, presumably to initiate a Noachian-type flood. The charge, it turned out, 
was predicated on a letter Koresh had written in mid-April claiming that he had been shown 
(presumably by God) "a fault line running throughout [the] Lake Waco area," and that an 
"earthquake in Waco is something not to be taken lightly." Even the FBI interpreted the letter to 
mean that the Davidians intended to destroy a dam, but the agency was assuaged after Koresh 
lieutenant Steve Schneider explained, in the words of FBI spokesman Bob Ricks, that Koresh 
was merely "predicting a natural disaster, and there is no criminal intent on his part nor is he 
requesting anyone else take action on the part of David to fulfill their prophecy." 
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But even after the fire, the rumor persisted, and Inside Edition for April 21st somberly 
claimed that authorities had told the publication "that there is concern that surviving cult 
members will try to fulfill that prophecy by vandalizing the dam." Needless to say, such an act 
would not fulfill the prophecy, which entailed destruction by earthquake, not vandalism. 

Charges of Child Abuse 

As we have already indicated, child abuse falls outside the constitutional purview of the 
federal government. Yet concern that children within the compound were being physically and 
sexually abused has been cited by President Clinton, Attorney General Reno, and other officials 
as a justification for federal intervention. White House spokesman George Stephanopoulos told 
reporters on April 21st that there "is absolutely no question that there's overwhelming evidence 
of child abuse in the Waco compound." 

Indeed, as the ashes smoldered, Attorney General Reno claimed on April 19th that it was 
concern for the children that had first brought federal attention to the Davidians, that suspected 
sexual abuse of children was a basis for the original raid, and that the decision to punch holes in 
the compound and insert chemical irritant was based in part on "information that infants were 
being slapped around and beaten." She subsequently admitted, though, that "we can't prove it 
[child abuse] in terms of a criminal case." 

Moreover, the Justice Department acknowledged on April 21st that there was no hard 
evidence of any recent child abuse, but instead only speculation by psychiatrists who had studied 
Koresh, analyzed his writings, and interviewed former members of the sect. On that basis, the 
"experts" had concluded, and advised federal authorities, that abuse had occurred and was 
probably continuing. Also on April 21st, 1,100 pages of unsealed documents were released in 
Waco. They contained only two allegations of child abuse, both of which emanated from 
disgruntled former members of the sect. 

On April 28th, FBI Deputy Director Floyd Clarke told the House Judiciary Committee 
that the Branch Davidians had used their own children as human shields. He asserted that sect 
members "would appear in the windows and hold the children up" and would even refer to the 
children as "Kevlar Kids." Kevlar is a bulletproof material. 

Clarke's account is evidently based on an incident that occurred one month earlier when 
federal agents used an M1-A1 Abrams battle tank to clear vehicles, brush, and other debris from 
the front of the compound property. Some sect members lifted children to windows, apparently 
to satiate their curiosity about what was taking place. There were no other indications of evil 
intent, no display of weapons, no acts of aggression. FBI spokesman Richard Swensen 
acknowledged that the children may have been hoisted up simply to satisfy their curiosity about 
the tank, but added that it was a dangerous maneuver which "raised the anxiety level of 
everyone." The FBI's concern was understandable, but so was the Davidians' deportment, and the 
episode hardly merited the self-serving spin given it by Deputy Director Clarke. 

In the wake of the tragic fire, FBI spokesman Bob Ricks told reporters on April 19th that 
one of the surviving sect members reported that the children had been safely placed in a bunker 
before flames swept the compound. "It appears that this was one final lie on David's part to 
assure the people that the children had been taken care of," Ricks asserted. "It appears once again 
his final act to the American public was to go through a lie." But on May 14th, the Associated 
Press revealed, "As it turned out, it was no lie: Most of the children were found huddled in the 
concrete bunker, enveloped in the protective embraces of their mothers." 


During the standoff itself, the tactics employed by the FBI seemed to show little regard for the 
welfare of the children. The bizarre psychological operations (psy-ops) to deprive Davidians of 
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sleep included recordings of dental drills and rabbits being slaughtered, which was hardly 
conducive to the children's welfare. Indeed, if officials actually believed that adult members of 
the sect were prone to child abuse, making them more highstrung and emotionally exasperated 
could only make matters worse. 

On March 5th, FBI spokesman Ricks had said that the goal of the negotiations was to 
make Koresh feel comfortable with the federal officials and to convince him that authorities act 
in a humane fashion. The Houston Chronicle had claimed earlier in the week that psy-ops were 
being planned, but on March 6th reported that FBI officials "deny that they have any plans to use 
‘psychological warfare' techniques such as the loud rock music" used against Panamanian leader 
Manuel Noriega in 1989. 

Psy-Op Effect 

After the fire, FBI spokesman Jeff Jamar told Nightline's Ted Koppell that the goal of the 
psy-ops was to keep the Davidians "from being able to sleep" and to "distract them and at least 
hopefully break down some of [Koresh's] control over them." Yet it is a well-established 
principle of psychological warfare that sleep deprivation makes individuals more suggestible and 
therefore more likely to believe what they are told by those with influence over them. Rather 
than "break down" the sect leader's control, the psy-ops approach may have enhanced it. 

Actually, though, the loud-sound, bright-light histrionics appeared to have little impact on 
the Davidians. They may have done more to unnerve federal agents, and possibly contributed to 
the "fatigue" cited by Attorney General Reno as another reason for giving the go ahead for the 
April 19th assault. Newsweek for May 3rd noted that, according to Steve Schneider's attorney 
Jack Zimmermann, the spotlights shining through windows all night simply provided "more 
illumination for Bible study" and was "especially welcome since the electricity had been cut off." 
And FBI spokesman Bob Ricks admitted on April 8th that if "we were to say psy-ops were to 
have the least effect on almost anyone, it probably would be Mr. Koresh." Its greatest impact, in 
all likelihood, was on the children. 

The Texas Department of Human Services had on at least three prior occasions 
investigated allegations of child abuse at the compound. Both children and adults were 
interviewed, but investigators were unable to gain any hard or credible evidence of abuse. 
Similarly, 21 children were released during the early days of the standoff, and authorities could 
find no evidence of abuse. Janice M. Caldwell, executive director of the Texas Department of 
Protective and Regulatory Services, told reporters on March 5th, "They're in remarkably good 
shape considering what they have been through. No signs of physical abuse have been found." 
The next day's Houston Post reported that authorities had found that "all the youths appear to be 
in good condition psychologically and physically," and that only one child required even "minor 
medical attention." Social worker Joyce Sparks, according to the Post, "said the children are 
remarkably well-educated and they're fascinated by the books in the residence where they're 
staying." 

Psychobabble 

But while the authorities who checked the children when they were released could find 
no evidence of abuse, a team of therapists led by Dr. Bruce D. Perry announced on May 4th that 
the kids were afflicted with all sorts of problems. Dr. Perry, chief of psychiatry at Texas 
Children's hospital and vice chairman for research of the department of psychiatry at the Baylor 
College of Medicine in Houston, spent two months working with 19 of the 21 children (the 
others were too young). While his team's report did not claim that the children had been 
physically or sexually abused (he specifically said that the team had found no evidence to 
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support President Clinton's and Attorney General Reno's contention that the children had been 
abused), Dr. Perry told reporters that the children had been subjected to harsh physical discipline 
for minor infractions, that round lesions that might have been caused by paddling were found on 
the buttocks of some of the girls, that there had been gym classes that included marching and 
drilling possibly with firearms, that Koresh had told the children to call their parents "dogs," that 
only he was to be referred to as their father, that girls as young as 11 were given a plastic Star of 
David signifying that they were ready to have sex with Koresh, etc. Dr. Perry also claimed that 
the children feared Koresh, even though he acknowledged that nearly all of them talked about 
their love for him. "Fear is what it was," he said during an interview. "They learned to substitute 
the word 'love' for fear." 

The credibility of much of what the children told the Perry team is questionable. As 
Newsweek for May 17th observed, "Some of the children's more fantastic stories may not be 
true. In his report, Perry mentions that several children said dead babies were kept in the freezer 
until they could be buried or burned. Perry says that there's no way to determine the accuracy of 
these stories." Nor is there a way to determine the accuracy of the stories Dr. Perry does appear 
to believe. 

In one of the most dramatic segments of his May 4th news conference, Dr. Perry 
displayed pictures drawn by the children. In one instance, a girl had depicted her "home," and 
when Dr. Perry asked if there was anything else, the youngster took the crayon and pounded a 
number of marks at the top of the structure. When Dr. Perry asked what it meant, she replied 
"bullets." This was viewed as an indication that the sect's alleged obsession with guns and 
shooting had scarred the youngster emotionally. But the possibility that the youngster was 
emotionally affected by the government's raid on the compound was ignored. It is no 
exaggeration to state that that event must have been traumatic for the children. As the Houston 
Chronicle for March 2nd had reported: 

Children trapped inside the Mount Carmel cult compound during Sunday's deadly 

gunbattle cowered under their beds, horrified, while federal agents pumped a 

barrage of bullets into their quarters. 

Six of the children were released Sunday, joined by four others Monday 
afternoon. The first group told social workers and therapists Monday that bullets 

were whizzing through windows and walls and they feared they would be killed 

with their families. 

Deteriorating Conditions 

Deteriorating sanitary conditions within the compound, due to the presence of dead 
bodies and the buildup of raw sewage, were cited as another justification for the tragic April 19th 
assault. Attorney General Reno asserted on CNN's Larry King Live that her "horrible fear" was 
that "if I delayed, without sanitation or toilets there ... I could go in there in two months and find 
children dead from any number of things." But as explained on Nightline for April 28th by 
former Pentagon official Noel Koch, whose specialty was counter-terrorism and internal 
security, deteriorating conditions within the compound were actually "good problems for the 
negotiators. They buy you time. If you think things are getting bad inside, that's just a signal to 
you to continue to let them get worse and not try to interrupt the process." After all, "its better to 
have a terrible situation than be dead." 

The Drug Connection 

For weeks, officials insisted to reporters that there was no suspicion of illegal drugs at the 

compound. But the BATF enticed Texas officials to allow the use of three National Guard 
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helicopters in the raid by claiming that illegal drugs were indeed suspected. Only in late March, 
when the governor's office maintained that it had been misled, did the BATF for the first time 
publicly state that the compound may have harbored a methamphetamine laboratory. The 
Houston Chronicle for March 25th reported that "a review of federal guidelines by the 
governor's staff indicated that the only way the Guard could have assisted in the ATF 
investigation was that evidence indicated illegal drugs were involved." 

A BATFE source "confirmed that the Texas Guard was told of the possibility of an illegal 
drug lab at the compound," but at the same time, "the source said the agency was uncertain 
whether a lab actually was in operation at the time of the raid." Indeed, as revealed by the Waco 
Tribune-Herald for March 28th, the BATF's "evidence" that the sect was making and selling 
illegal methamphetamines consisted of nothing more than that 11 members had been involved in 
prior drug activity. 

Just as it is not known with certainty who fired the first shot at the beginning of the 51-day 
standoff, so it is unclear how the fire started at the end. The government claims that the 
Davidians ignited the blaze in an act of religiously motivated mass suicide. On the other hand, a 
number of surviving Davidians contend that the fire began after a tank bashed a hole in the 
compound and tipped over a kerosene lamp. 

On April 19th, FBI spokesman Bob Ricks claimed that one of the survivors had heard 
someone inside the compound yell: "The fire's been lit. The fire's been lit." But when sect 
member Renos Avraam, the source for Ricks' comment, was queried on camera by reporters, he 
declared the opposite: "One of the tanks knocked over a gas lantern, and it started a fire under 
some bales of hay that were lying around .... The fire wasn't started by us." 

Fortress or Firetrap? 

The possibility of fire, accidental or otherwise, should have been apparent to the federal 
agents all along. Electricity to the compound had been cut off on March 12th, forcing the 
Davidians to rely on gasoline-powered generators, kerosene lamps, and propane. The building 
(on occasion described as a "fortress" by authorities) was a veritable tinderbox constructed of 
used lumber, plywood, and sheetrock tacked together with tar paper. All of its floors were 
littered with linens, cardboard, and bales of hay pushed against windows to parry bullets. 

The FBI claims that heat sensors detected fires at a number of points simultaneously; 
some accounts say that fires began in two places, others say three, and still others say four. A 
team of "independent" arson investigators announced on April 26th that, in its opinion, the fire 
was set by persons inside the building in at least two separate locations at about the same time. 
Since the 30-mile-per-hour winds blowing through the many flue-like holes punched by the 
tanks could have upended other ignition sources throughout the building, while rapidly spreading 
the fire, the government's position depends in large part on the simultaneous setting of the fires at 
multiple points. 

But U.S. News & World Report for May 3rd reported that "FBI officials say their aerial 
surveillance of the area picked up with infrared imaging flames breaking out at three different 
points within 50 seconds" (emphasis added). And Newsweek for May 3rd asserted that "Justice 
Department spokesman Carl Stern says three separate sources reported fires starting in three 
different locations within 120 seconds." An interval of 50 seconds to two minutes is hardly 
"simultaneous" when we are talking about a wind-driven conflagration in a tinderbox that burned 
to the ground in under 45 minutes. 

The arson investigation team led by Paul Gray, assistant chief investigator for the 
Houston Fire Department, discounted Davidian claims that a tank knocked over a can of fuel. 
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Gray claimed during a news briefing on April 26th that it was impossible because, as captured by 
videotape, the last assault by the tank was at least four minutes before the fire actually broke out. 
But NBC News reported later in the day that it had videotaped a tank "tearing away the corner of 
one building only 2 minutes 50 seconds before the first signs of fire." Those first indications of 
fire emanated from a window almost directly above the point where the tank ripped the hole. 

On April 28th, CBS News correspondent Sarah Hughes reported that the supposedly 
"independent" arson investigation team "has close ties with the FBI." In response, Mr. Gray 
groused that to "even suggest that any information we may be getting from the FBI is somehow 
tainted is absolutely ridiculous." During an ABC News Nightline interview that evening, 
attorney Jack Zimmermann asked, referring to Gray, "Why in the world did they bring in as chief 
of this investigating team looking into the fire, a fellow who had been on an ATF joint task force 
for eight to ten years, out of the Houston office of the ATF, the office that planned and executed 
the raid?" Good question! 

The government's position also depends heavily on whether members of the sect actually 
intended to commit mass suicide. If so, then the possibility that they torched the compound to 
fulfill their role in apocalyptic prophecy becomes plausible. If not, however, then the likelihood 
that they purposely set the fire dwindles. 

In 1992, former sect members in Australia charged that Koresh was contemplating a mass 
suicide. The State Department relayed the information to authorities in the U.S., Koresh denied 
it, and it obviously never happened. Nevertheless, Treasury Secretary Lloyd Bentsen told 
reporters on March 3rd that concern that the Davidians would commit mass suicide had guided 
federal actions since the initial raid. 

As with child abuse, keeping people from killing themselves is a state and local concern, 
not a federal government concern. In any event, the preponderance of evidence, including that 
gleaned by federal authorities themselves, indicates that suicide was not only alien to Davidian 
religious tenets, but that Koresh and others were making plans for the future. 

On the day of the fire, for the first time, the FBI's Bob Ricks told reporters that on March 
2nd Koresh intended to emerge from the compound with "hand grenades attached to himself." 
Ricks continued: "When the FBI approached him, he was going to pull the grenades and was 
going to kill himself .... Everybody knew this was the plan. They all reconvened back in the 
chapel. David Koresh kissed the kids good-bye and was going to go outside and was going to 
commit suicide in front of all the TV cameras. At the last second, he chickened out." 

If this indeed was Koresh's intention and we only have Ricks' word), it would have been 
a clear indication of suicidal tendencies on Koresh's part. But according to FBI Director William 
Sessions, the agency had no such indication at all that Koresh was suicidal. During an April 20th 
MacNeil/Lehrer NewsHour interview, Sessions asserted that "every single analysis made of his 
writing, of what he had said, of what he had said to his lawyers, of what the behavioral science 
people said, what the psychologists thought, the psycholinguists thought, what the psychiatrists 
believed, was that this man was not suicidal, that he would not take his life." Which makes 
Agent Ricks' version of events seem somewhat apocryphal. 

Plans for the Future 

One of the experts that the FBI consulted was Syracuse University psychologist Dr. 
Murray Miron, a linguistics expert. On April 20th, Dr. Miron told NBC News anchor Tom 
Brokaw that, regarding the five letters by Koresh that the FBI had asked him to analyze, "All of 
his communications were future-oriented. He claimed to be working on a manuscript. He was 
talking about the publication rights to that manuscript through his lawyer. He was intent upon 
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furthering his cause." Koresh had reportedly retained New York literary attorney Ken Burrows to 
negotiate the sale of his story. He had asked his local attorney, Richard DeGuerin, to prepare a 
will protecting sect property rights and establishing a trust fund for his children to safeguard any 
money made from movie or book deals. When armored vehicles moved his black Camaro from 
the front of the compound, he reportedly became enraged, indicating that he had hopes of driving 
it again someday. 

There are also indications that other sect members were not contemplating suicide. 
According to Newsweek for May 3rd, Steve Schneider, who always tried to be well-groomed, 
asked his attorney, Jack Zimmermann, "Should I get one of our people in here to cut my hair 
before I come out or let the people at the jail cut it?" And FBI spokesman Ricks told reporters on 
March 15th that "occupants of the compound ... are very interested in how the judicial process 
might work" should they surrender. 

In these and other ways, David Koresh and other sect members were sending signals that 
seriously conflict with the government's contention that they had a tropism toward 
self-immolation. The location of the bodies that were discovered after the fire also challenge the 
suicide hypothesis. In the words of arson investigator Paul Gray, the bodies were "generally 
distributed throughout the rubble," not huddled close together as one might expect in a 
pre-planned mass suicide. 

As we write, 78 bodies have been recovered, including 22 that reportedly died from 
gunshot wounds. It has not been (and may never be) established if those gunshot wounds were 
the result of willful suicide, murder while trying to escape, or an expedient alternative to the 
excruciating pain and suffering of burning to death. 

According to Attorney General Janet Reno, nobody high up in government said "don't do it" as 
she considered the disastrous plan. But it is not mere hindsight to say that someone should have. 
On March 10th, the Houston Chronicle reported that former Houston police SWAT commander 
Lieutenant Jim Gunn had advised that, considering the variety and firepower of weapons Koresh 
and his followers were alleged to have, "About the only thing you could do is go in there with 
the M-I tanks and start knocking down walls, and they are not going to do that with the children 
in there." And use of tear gas was not a feasible alternative, according to Gunn, because "tear gas 
can get into a child's lungs and cause congestion and kill them." 

Use of Tear Gas 

Lieutenant Gunn was proven wrong, but only because our new attorney general and 
President were so terribly wrong. The tear gas that was inserted into the compound -- a white, 
crystalline powder called CS (O-chlorobenzylidene malonitrile) -- is scheduled to be banned for 
military use by the Chemical Weapons Convention signed in Paris in January by the U.S. and 
some 130 other nations. There is an exception in the treaty, however, for its use in domestic law 
enforcement. Used during the Vietnam War to flush the Vietcong from hidden tunnels, the gas 
causes dizziness, disorientation, shortness of breath, chest tightness, nausea, burning of the skin, 
intense tearing, coughing, and vomiting. 

Benjamin C. Garrett, executive director of the Chemical and Biological Arms Control 
Institute in Alexandria, Virginia, told the Washington Times for April 23rd that CS would have 
most harshly affected the children in the compound. "The reaction would have intensified for the 
children," he noted, since "the smaller you are, the sooner you would feel response." The FBI 
claimed that it had hoped that mothers, anxious to protect their children, would run outside when 
the chemical irritant was inserted into the building. At a news conference, White House 
spokesman George Stephanopoulos declined to explain why, if that were the case, a substance 
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that temporarily blinds and disables a person was selected. 


The tragedy near Waco has predictably spawned new calls for additional gun controls to close 
alleged "loopholes" in existing federal laws and further erode the Second Amendment guarantee 
of law-abiding Americans. On May 5th, for instance, Senator John Chafee (R-RI) announced that 
he would seek a new law requiring handgun owners, with few exceptions, to surrender their 
firearms for $25, or the market value of each firearm, as part of a nationwide ban on handgun 
ownership. He also seeks to prohibit the sale, purchase, transfer, manufacture, possession, 
transportation, and import and export of handguns and handgun ammunition. 

Killer Gun Laws 

Assuming (it has yet to be confirmed) that the Davidians obtained some their weapons 
illegally, they did so despite the plethora of already-existing gun control statutes. A waiting 
period for gun ownership would not have precluded them from collecting an arsenal over many 
months or years. Neither would a one-gun-per-month restriction have affected them, since more 
than 100 persons were involved. On May 5th, the Associated Press reported that the Texas 
Rangers leading the investigation into the standoff and its aftermath had collected 1,916 pieces 
of evidence from the charred ruins, including "200 recognizable firearms," or about two per adult 
Davidian. (David Koresh, by the way, was a licensed firearms dealer.) 

Make no mistake about it: Gun control laws increase the power of government and the 
criminal element over the average citizen, and serve no other purpose. As syndicated columnist 
Paul Craig Roberts has noted, the tragedy near Waco "happened precisely because of federal 
laws regulating gun ownership. The Branch Davidians hadn't assaulted anyone. They lived 
peacefully in the community. Except for the federal gun laws, they would all still be alive." It is, 
Roberts continues, the liberal premise "that gun ownership should be illegal, or at least heavily 
regulated," that "has created the atmosphere in which the ATF, like an unthinking bully, feels 
compelled to increasingly and brazenly show its presence." 

* ** *K 

During an April 20th ABC News special on the tragedy, FBI Director William Sessions 
asserted that "the American public expects that law enforcement will deal with those people who 
have broken the law." He is right, and that expectation includes -- indeed should begin with -- 
those federal officials who violate both the spirit and the substance of the Constitution they are 
sworn to uphold. 


WORTH REPEATING 


Nothing in this world can take the place of persistence. Talent will not; nothing is more 
common than unsuccessful people with talent. Genius will not; unrewarded genius is almost a 
proverb. Education will not; the world is full of educated derelicts. Persistence and determination 
alone are omnipotent. The slogan "press on" has solved and always will solve the problems of 
the human race. 

-- CALVIN COOLIDGE 


Through the murk of fact and fable rises to our view this one truth; the history of war is 
the history of warriors; few in number but mighty in influence. Alexander, not Macedonia, 
conquered the world. Scipio, not Rome, destroyed Carthage. Marlborough, not the Allies, 
defeated France. Cromwell, not the Roundheads, dethroned Charles. 

-- GEN. GEORGE S. PATTON JR. 


How often has public calamity been arrested on the very brink of ruin by the seasonable 
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energy of a single man?... One vigorous mind without office, without situation, without public 
functions of any kind .... I say one such man confiding in the aid of God, and full of just reliance 
in his own fortitude, vigor, enterprise, and perseverance, would first draw to him some few like 
himself, and then that multitudes hardly thought to be in existence, would appear and troop about 
him. 

-- EDMUND BURKE 


There is no substitute for hard work. 
-- THOMAS EDISON 


Work consists of whatever a body is obliged to do .... Play consists of whatever a body is 
not obliged to do. 
-- MARK TWAIN The Adventures of Tom Sawyer 


Tied into [the] question of national expenditures is the whole grand hypocrisy of 
[government] subsidies. They work on the same theory as perpetual motion machines; which 
means, of course, that they don't work at all. The more outside power you put into such a 
machine, the more gears and driving shafts and pulleys and gadgets there are to turn, the more 
metamorphoses through which the power goes, the more loss there is before you get out of the 
other end the new power which is supposed to be sufficient to drive the machine itself. 
Increasing these gears and gadgets merely increases the net loss of power, and the difference 
between the 100 percent which was put in, and the 80 percent or 70 percent or whatever the 
mechanical efficiency of the machine ultimately delivers. 

Many a man has wasted his life trying to make some perpetual motion machine work, 
while knowing in his own mind and heart all of the time that the fundamental law of nature made 
it utterly impossible that any such machine ever could work. We must know, and common sense 
must tell us beyond any possible doubt, that the total net effect of subsidies, in the national 
economy, can only be the loss of the money which is spent in their administration. Isn't it time 
we quit kidding ourselves into trying to make this perpetual motion machine work by finding 
larger valves and longer pipes? 

-- ROBERT WELCH 


I shall be telling this with a sigh Somewhere ages and ages hence: Two roads diverged in a 
wood, and I -- 
I took the one less traveled by, 
And that has made all the difference. 
-- ROBERT FROST 
The Road Not Taken 


Give me a young man in whom there is something of the old, and an old man with 
something of the young: guided so, a man may grow old in body, but never in mind. 
-- CICERO 


Mishaps are like knives, that either serve us or cut us, as we grasp them by the blade or 
the handle. 
-- JAMES RUSSELL LOWELL 


It is easy in the world to live after the world's opinion; it is easy in solitude to live after 
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our own; but the great man is he who in the midst of the crowd keeps with perfect sweetness the 
independence of solitude. 
-- RALPH WALDO EMERSON 


Family Health Care 

In its health-care deliberations, the Clinton Administration appears to be ignoring one of 
the main factors responsible for spiraling health-care costs: the disintegration of family life. 
Writing in the April issue of The Family in America, editor Bryce J. Christensen summarizes 
scientific data documenting "that family ties safeguard health, extend life, obviate the need for 
medical care, and hold down government spending." In sharp contrast, the "erosion of marital 
and domestic life not only imperils health, it also drives up the cost of providing care for those 
who do suffer injury or illness." 

Christensen notes that while "intact marriages and families often make it possible for a 
sick adult or child to receive inexpensive care at home," the "retreat from marriage and from 
family life means that Americans are increasingly relying on costly institutional care both for 
sick adults and for sick children." Since "the family can only grow stronger by bearing 
responsibilities and exercising freedom, the federal government can only weaken the family by 
taking over its responsibilities and abridging its freedom in health care." (The Rockford Institute, 
934 North Main Street, Rockford, IL 61103) 

Abusing "Child Abuse" 

"Just as the government has redefined the use of cash, belief in privacy, and avoidance of 
government financial reporting requirements as the new federal crime of 'money laundering," 
Don McAlvany observes in the April issue of The McAlvany Intelligence Advisor, "so the 
socialists are now redefining the concept of 'child abuse' to include spanking, 'mental abuse' such 
as avoidance of teaching your children multiculturalism, sex education on 'safe sex' or 
‘alternative lifestyles,' avoidance of mandatory inoculations (vaccinations), leaving your child at 
home alone, etc." McAlvany warns that the emerging definition of "child abuse" progressively 
targets "more and more traditional values or Biblical teachings." For instance, "teaching our 
children the 'politically incorrect! Biblical case against homosexuality may soon be classified as a 
‘hate crime' and brought within the expanding definition of 'child abuse.' The State of Hawaii has 
already made moves in that direction." (Box 84904, Phoenix, AZ 85071) 

Crime And Culture 

The March issue of Border Watch, published by the American Immigration Control 
Foundation, notes the extent to which so-called multicultural "enrichment" is eroding our 
criminal justice system. In one instance, a "male Laotian refugee in Wisconsin abducted his 
Laotian girlfriend. While she testified that he raped her, the refugee's defense attorney argued he 
was not guilty of a crime because he was only practicing 'marriage by capture,' a tradition of the 
Hmong hill people of Laos." It entails a man demonstrating "his strength by trying to subdue a 
woman," and a woman defending "her virtue by trying to resist." The court held "that the 
defendant should be judged by cultural standards different from our own. He spent only 60 days 
in jail." 

Similarly, in California, "a Japanese immigrant found that her husband was committing 
adultery. In her culture, a tradition holds that suicide and the killing of one's children are an 
acceptable way for a wife to erase the shame of having an unfaithful husband. She tried and 
failed to drown herself, but succeeded in drowning her two children." She was charged with 
murder, but "a number of Japanese Americans said that this charge was not appropriate, given 
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the cultural background." The murder charge was dropped and the woman received a mere five 
years' probation. (Box 525, Monterey, VA 24465) 
Energy Tax: Part I 

Dr. Petr Beckmann believes that the Clinton Administration's proposed energy tax is "an 
open invitation to import more petroleum products refined abroad...." In the May issue of his 
newsletter, Access to Energy, Beckmann asserts that taxing by the British Thermal Unit (BTU) 
"is a Sleazy PR maneuver, because it makes it look as if it was fair to tax a million BTU of coal 
and uranium by the same amount." Actually, however, one million BTU of "coal, even cheap 
high-sulfur coal, costs $1.10, whereas a million BTU of uranium costs $0.50." By imposing a 
$0.257 tax on both, the Administration "is taxing coal at 23 percent, but uranium at 51 percent." 

Beckmann disagrees with those who claim that a// Americans will be impacted by this 
tax, since "arsonists and pyromaniacs" might escape. It would, after all, "be politically incorrect 
to discriminate against their preferred lifestyles." (Box 2298, Boulder, CO 80306) 

Energy Tax: Part II 

Historian Otto Scott has also noted flaws in the energy tax. Writing in the May 
Chalcedon Report, he points out that "the BTU tax will cost families between $39 and $50 a 
month directly, and far more than that indirectly in terms of lost jobs, less State services, and will 
fall most heavily on the poor." 

Addressing the argument that we pay less gasoline tax than other industrialized countries, 
Scott asserts that "Britain is a small country. Very few of the English motor to Scotland, or even 
down to Wales. Yet those distances are far less than we travel on a vacation trip -- or that 
truckers cover in their cross-country hauls. One can drive from Paris to Rome in a few hours, but 
most French people do not drive out of their country, any more than do most Italians. Europe is 
small, and we are a continent. If we pay $4 or $5 a gallon, if we reach the European level where 
filling up the tank is a cause for a family conference, we will be slowed to a walk." 

Otto Scott reminds us that our "government has for years been guilty of improvidence. If 
we reward it by granting it more of our national income instead of forcing it to retrench, we shall 
deserve the misery we receive." (Box 158, Vallecito, CA 95251) 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Defining 
Conservatism 

The Politics of Prudence, by Russell Kirk, Bryn Mawr, PA: Intercollegiate Studies 
Institute, 1993, 304 pages, hardcover, $19.95. 

Conservatism, as a political outlook and philosophy, is becoming increasingly difficult to 
define. So much is this the case that some people within the conservative movement have 
abandoned the very term "conservative" and have instead opted for other words that, to them, are 
more descriptive of their individual worldviews. This is understandable since in the popular 
mind, shaped as it is by the mass media, conservatism encompasses a very broad range of beliefs 
indeed. Thus men as diverse in their opinions as Richard Nixon, Ronald Reagan, Patrick J. 
Buchanan, Barry Goldwater, George Bush, Samuel Francis, William Bennett, Thomas Fleming, 
and William Buckley are all defined as conservatives, as if they all shared a common outlook. 

In fact, of course, this is not so: Some are nationalists, some internationalists; some favor 
free trade and open borders, some do not; some demand a return to strict constitutionalism in 
government, some support big government; some see Christianity as the foundation of our 
country, some insist that the foundation is secular. Symptomatic of our current "time of troubles" 
is the fact that Mr. Clinton's victory in the past presidential election was, in part, the result of 
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confusion among the electorate generated by the promotion of President Bush as the 
"conservative" candidate, when his policies, as everyone knows, were anything but conservative. 
The Permanent Things 

Russell Kirk's new volume is precisely what is needed at this juncture in American 
political life because a thorough reading of it helps to clear away this confusion as to what 
genuine conservatism is all about. Conservatives are too often depicted as ignorant troglodytes 
and rabid materialists, calumnies to which Kirk gives the lie. The Politics of Prudence is a 
collection of 19 essays, each of which is independent of the others in its specific subject matter, 
but all of which are linked together by certain overarching themes. Principally, this book is an 
affirmation of what the author calls the "Permanent Things." If I understand him properly, the 
Permanent Things are those concepts that uphold and nurture society and civilization: order, 
morality, religion, personal responsibility, justice, freedom, and high culture, to name a few. A 
conservative, therefore, is one who favors the Permanent Things, whereas the "liberal" or radical 
seeks to undermine that which is permanent, to experiment recklessly with human life and 
human institutions, to sweep away the heritage of past ages, and to strike out blindly towards a 
chaotic, rootless, and always-illusive "brave new world." 

Above all, true conservatism is an attitude and not an abstract ideology. As the author 
states, "conservatism is the negation of ideology." Conservatives may disagree on many 
particulars; they do not march in lockstep. There is no Holy Writ of Conservatism, Kirk writes, 
no Das Kapital to give us "correct," rigid, ideological answers to every human problem. 
Ideology is, and must be, procrustean. It must be ruthless as it attempts to shape individuals, 
sometimes in very cruel circumstances, to fit the exact notions of theoreticians. By way of 
contrast, the conservative holds that "a people's historic continuity of experience ... offers a guide 
to policy far better than the abstract designs of coffee-house philosophers." 

Yet, there are certain principles that are, in the 20th-century American context, inherently 
conservative, and therefore a chapter is devoted to "Ten Conservative Principles." Again, these 
are not tenets of a "conservative ideology." They are not all necessarily valid for all times and in 
all places. Some of them, nonetheless, seem to me to be universal in their application, and so I 
will mention four of these. 

A Moral Order 

First of all, conservatives insist that there is an enduring moral order that has two aspects: 
"the inner order of the soul, and the outer order of the commonwealth," as the author puts it. This 
means that "human nature is a constant and moral truths are permanent." A good society, 
whatever its outward political forms, will be one in which a strong sense of "right and wrong" 
and of "justice and honor" prevail. A bad society, on the other hand, will possess no absolute 
norms of conduct and no moral code and will be "intent chiefly upon the gratification of 
appetites." Kirk mentions the District of Columbia as an example of the latter condition, but one 
could just as well name virtually any major American city. Over the past 40 years, all of them 
have passed from the ranks of the good into those of the bad. 

Secondly, conservatives adhere to custom, convention, and continuity. Custom allows 
individuals to live peaceably with one another. To avoid endless disputes over rights and duties, 
conservatives rely on convention, based on law. Linking each generation with its past and its 
future is continuity. Paradoxically, the author points out, though revolutionaries seek to destroy 
these things, they are compelled sooner or later to create new customs, conventions, and 
continuity. Artificial social orders concocted by revolutionaries are, however, invariably inferior 
to the old orders they replaced. 
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Next, conservatives respect the principle of variety. They opine that long-established 
social institutions are intricate, whereas revolutionaries strive for complete uniformity and 
egalitarianism. Civilized life, according to conservatives, has a healthy diversity of orders, 
classes, and differences in material condition -- in a word, inequality. "The only true forms of 
equality are equality at the Last Judgement and equality before a just court of law," states the 
author. Any attempt to wipe out social and economic inequalities is always ruinous to a society. 

Lastly, "conservatives are chastened by their principle of imperfectibility." Man is not 
perfect and, consequently, no perfect social order can ever be created by man here on earth. A 
human Utopia there can never be. At best, life may be "tolerably ordered, just, and free." Still, 
"some evils, maladjustments, and suffering will continue to lurk," even in the most ingenious of 
societies. 

Libertarian Flaw 

The chapters dealing with libertarians, neoconservatives, and cultural conservatives are 
very useful. Kirk does not like the label "libertarian." He remarks that many fine conservatives 
call themselves libertarians, though they do not adhere to the libertarian ideology, and he has no 
argument with them. Real libertarians are "radical doctrinaires," according to the author. They 
reject the Permanent Things and especially the moral order that is requisite, according to our 
rounding Fathers, for the success of limited government. 

Furthermore, conservatives see national defense and the maintenance of domestic peace 
through the administration of justice as the primary functions of government. Libertarians, of the 
ideological type, reject even these functions. Philosophically, libertarians are anarchists and 
hyper-individualists. They forget that "to begin with unlimited freedom is to end with unlimited 
despotism," as Dostoevsky wrote. 

Moreover, while ideological libertarians "give primacy to an abstract liberty," Kirk 
writes, conservatives know "that freedom may be found only within the framework of a social 
order, such as the Constitutional order of these United States." While ideological libertarians 
contend that society is held together solely by materialistic self-interest, conservatives assert that 
society is "a community of souls, joining the dead, the living, and those yet unborn; and that it 
coheres through what Aristotle called friendship and Christians call love of neighbor." 

Ideological libertarians believe, with Marxists and liberals, that human nature, freed from 
the constraints of social institutions, is basically good and beneficent, a doctrine they draw from 
the writings of Jean Jacques Rousseau. Conservatives see man in biblical terms, as a combination 
of both good and evil, often inclining towards violence and ever tempted by the love of power. A 
conservative knows that an intelligent, morally upright citizenry will require far less government, 
just as the rabble, bereft of morals, will require far more. 

Neoconservatives, says Kirk, are the ideologists of "democratic capitalism," which 
ideology they hail as their ultimate vision of social perfection. They are at home with big 
government and internationalism and claim that the answer to all human problems is simplicity 
itself-- an expansion of the world's gross national product and "global wealth," under the aegis of 
their official doctrine. But this doctrine is flawed, states the author, and is a contradiction in 
terms, for capitalism is not democratic and cannot be democratic. Neither is constitutional 
government synonymous with "democracy." To seek to advance a "democratic capitalist" 
ideology the world over, as if it were a religious truth, and to seek the overthrow of traditional 
forms of government and economic enterprise because they are insufficiently democratic and 
capitalistic is to invite disaster for ourselves and others, as we have seen in any number of 
instances since the end of World War II. 
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Cultural Conservatism 

In contrast to the foregoing, Dr. Kirk expresses a positive opinion towards that movement 
known as "Cultural Conservatism." He writes: 

The culture which these Cultural Conservatives hope to conserve is a complex of 

elements that make possible the functioning of our present society; and that have 

given us a civilization which in some respects is the most successful ever to arise. 

This existing culture is rooted in earlier Hebraic, classical, and Christian cultures. 

More specifically, cultural conservatives wish to see the best in American life preserved, 
including folkways, traditions, laws, morals, beliefs, and institutions. These comprise, Kirk 
asserts, American popular culture. Of equal importance, cultural conservatives recognize, is the 
conservation of "that understanding of culture which champions the cultivation of mind and 
conscience; what is called ‘high culture.'" American and Western cultures are the outgrowths of 
Christianity and are in danger because, for three centuries, religion has been declining in power 
and influence. Ultimately, we read, the preservation of Western culture and civilization rests 
squarely on the revitalization of the Christian religion that gave it birth. 

The brief description in this review does not do justice to Russell Kirk's splendid book. 
Unfortunately, space allows only some highlights. The chapters selected for consideration here 
are those that touch most on fundamentals, though to a large degree the entire book does this. 
Understanding these fundamentals is indispensable, since they inspire the committed to continue 
the good fight and new generations to take up the struggle. While one may diverge from Dr. 
Kirk's opinions from time to time, this book is nevertheless a bright ray of sunshine in a 
landscape shrouded by fog. 

-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Red 
Roadblock to Unity 

Nations at the Crossroads: Unification Policies for Germany, Korea and China, by Dr. 
Diane D. Pikcunas, McLean, VA: Council for Social and Economic Studies, 1993, 90 pages, 
paperback, $10.00. 

The Council for Social and Economic Studies publishes scholarly, conservative books 
dealing with foreign and domestic policy issues and intended to provide background information 
on various topics, to consider fresh approaches to problems of our time, and to explore subjects 
ignored by Establishment media but deserving of investigation. One of the most timely of these 
works is an excellent study of certain critical foreign policy questions that have arisen as the 
result of Germany's reunification. 

After the union of the two Germanies in October 1990, many observers were euphoric 
about the possibilities for an end to national divisions in China and Korea, two other nations that 
found themselves torn apart in the aftermath of the Second World War. Professor Pikcunas 
analyzes elements in German, Korean, and Chinese history, and developments during the past 45 
years, to determine whether optimism is justified and whether we can expect, at any time in the 
near future, unity and freedom in Korea and China. Was the German experience unique? Does it 
have applications elsewhere? 

Speedy Reunification 

Unlike China and Korea, Germany achieved unity very late in its history. Not until 1871, 
immediately after the Franco-Prussian War, did the many independent Germanic states coalesce 
under the leadership of the Prussian monarchy into a single, national entity. Before that year, 
Germany was merely "a geographic expression," to use a favorite saying of the time. For the 
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remainder of the 19th century, and until World War I, Germany continued her ascendency 
militarily and economically. 

The catastrophe of the First World War ended in a German defeat and gave birth to a 
second and even more terrible world war. From this second conflict Germany miraculously 
survived, but no longer was she a united country. Instead, there came into being the free Federal 
Republic of Germany, sponsored by the Western allies, and the totalitarian German Democratic 
Republic, a creation of Josef Stalin. For nearly 40 years these two states faced one another as 
symbols of rival systems and ways of life. West Germany prospered to become the wealthiest 
nation in Europe. East Germany, meanwhile, languished under a drab Soviet-style regime that 
found its unofficial emblem in the infamous Berlin Wall. 

From the moment of East Germany's inception until its demise, East Germans were 
dissatisfied with and angry at the inhuman system that had been forced on them by the 
vicissitudes of war. Their hatred for communism was finally expressed openly after the collapse 
of the GDR in 1989. While leftist parties, including the Social Democrats, opposed reunification, 
political parties favoring a single Germany won election victories by substantial majorities in 
both halves of the nation, and Germany finally emerged from the artificial division imposed by 
the defeat of 1945. Even considering the staggering costs of rebuilding the dilapidated and 
atrophied Eastern economy and infrastructure, the relative speed with which reunification was 
achieved astonished the world. 

Western Capitulation 

Of the two other countries that are the subject of this study, Korea's situation most closely 
resembles that of Germany. As with Germany, at the end of the Second World War Korea found 
herself dismembered, her northern half occupied by the Soviets and the U.S. taking control 
below the 38th Parallel. Many Koreans hoped, after 35 years as a colony of the Japanese Empire, 
that independence and unity would quickly follow a relatively short occupation, but that was not 
to be. 

Stalin set up a puppet regime ruled by Kim Il-sung, while the U.S. encouraged the 
establishment of a democratic government in the South. Seeking to expand the dependency he 
had established, Stalin sent the North Koreans on a massive invasion of the South in June 1950. 
Though perfectly capable of winning outright and of unifying Korea by force, the U.S. struggled 
instead to return to the status quo ante. This was done despite a strong warning from General 
Douglas MacArthur, who declared: 

The rule of the day [under the Truman Administration] was timidity and appeasement, 

which would not end the war, but increase the military efforts against us. 

MacArthur believed that as long as North Korea existed, constant pressure would be 
applied on the South through threats and intimidation. The proper aim of the U.S. in the Korean 
War, in the general's view, was to sweep communism from the entire peninsula; however, this 
sage advice, as we know, was ignored. Eventually, just as MacArthur feared, the West 
capitulated by agreeing to the terms of an armistice. America had entered the period of "no-win 
wars" and, as a result, Koreans were forced to resign themselves to the more-or-less permanent 
partitioning of their homeland. 

Historically, South Korea had always been a poor country, the backward, agricultural half 
of the old united Korea. But on the advent of rule by General Park Chung-hee in 1961, the 
Republic of Korea commenced a spectacular transformation. Dr. Pikcunas writes: 

The government encouraged the free market forces and assisted the private sector in 

contrast to the controlled state economy of North Korea. Among the lessons 
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learned from the South Korea experiment is that a flexible economic structure and 

adequate economic incentives will allow even a resource poor nation to compete 

and flourish in world markets. 

What are the possibilities for reunion? The author points to the many similarities between 
the German and Korean situations. In each case, non-communist political institutions prevailed 
in the more populous half of the country. Consequently, were North and South Korea to unite in 
circumstances resembling those that occurred in Germany, one can easily imagine a similar 
outcome, though, as in Germany, economic union would be fraught with difficulties and demand 
enormous patience. Realistically speaking, however, there are absolutely no grounds for 
sanguinity when one contemplates the prospects for the demise of communism in North Korea. 
Interestingly, though communism has apparently fallen in many places, it has remained 
relatively (and mysteriously) strong in certain critical areas of the world -- Cuba, for example, 90 
miles off our coast and, of course, North Korea, close to Japan. 

North Korea is presently ruled by a government so intensely repressive that even the 
draconian rulers of Red China appear lenient by contrast. For example, every citizen of North 
Korea must don an enamel button bearing the image of Kim II-sung, still absolute dictator over 
his 22 million subjects, and every building must bear his outsized portrait. 

Furthermore, communism not only survives, it is militant and exceedingly aggressive. 
Kim is rapidly developing atomic bombs and other weapons of mass destruction, along with 
missile systems capable of delivering these weapons hundreds of miles distant. Exactly as 
General MacArthur predicted, South Korea continues to live at the end of a North Korean gun. 
Far from disappearing, communism there is more powerful and bellicose than in 1950. 

A Red Proposal 

China, like Korea, has a long history of unity. Like Korea too, the Red regime does not 
appear ready to self-destruct. Unlike both Korea and Germany, however, the "Peoples' Republic" 
is gigantic by comparison with its free counterpart on Taiwan. For the Republic of China (ROC) 
to absorb the mainland in the same manner as West Germany did East Germany is difficult, if 
not impossible, to envision, even in the extremely unlikely event that the communist regime were 
to collapse. Pikcunas notes that the Reds have exploited this fact by pushing their own model for 
reunification, which is called "One Country, Two Systems." Under this transparently communist 
plan, the free Chinese on Taiwan would accept Red Chinese suzerainty, and the ROC would be 
reduced to a local, provincial government, without its own independent foreign policy. In 
exchange, the communists would "guarantee" non-interference in Taiwan's internal affairs and its 
free enterprise system. The Nationalists, needless to say, are still too shrewd to be seduced by so 
suicidal a proposal. 

Unfortunately, the communists have gained considerable success in the international 
sphere, according to the author. Attempting during the '60s and '70s to isolate the 
anti-communists in Taipei, little-by-little they have met their objectives. Most spectacular of 
these successes was the 1979 decision by Jimmy Carter to cut diplomatic ties with the ROC (a 
staunch U.S. ally for almost four decades) and to grant full recognition to the arch-enemies of 
freedom in Peking. 

This shocking action was followed by the unceremonious ousting of Free China from the 
UN Security Council, that powerful seat going to the Reds. In the fantasyland minds of liberals, 
communists will liberalize and "democratize" so long as we are nice to them and give them lots 
of money, which is roughly equivalent to asserting that patting the head of a ravenous tiger will 
transform that creature into a friendly house cat. In either case, the outcome of such patent 
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foolishness is certain to be bloody. 
Vigilance Required 

The prerequisites for unity on the German model presently exist neither in China nor 
Korea. It is clear that the only hope for eventual freedom lies in the continued existence of tough, 
vigilant, anti-communist governments in Seoul and Taipei. 

I am compelled to note that there is an occasional touch of naiveté in this work. The 
author writes, for instance, that "the power of people yearning for freedom and democracy 
cannot long be ignored." That most individuals possess such yearnings, and that the great mass 
of people can act in concert to change history for the better, are extremely dubious theories at 
best. One need only point out that "the people" were ignored for over 70 years in Russia, without 
even the faintest suggestion that they might be prepared to take matters into their own hands. 
Recent events in Central and Eastern Europe have nothing whatever to do with the "power of the 
people" and everything to do with a high-stakes, international game of Realpolitik. 

On the other hand, let us not exaggerate a small imperfection. Though slightly influenced 
by a very widespread misconception, Diane Pikcunas skillfully explodes many other more 
recently invented ones, chief of which is that re-integrating communist countries into the 
civilized world will be painless and easy. 

-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 


THE CULTURE WAR 


Multicultural Madness 

You have to admire the way Thomas Sowell's mind works. In a brilliant essay on 
multiculturalism in The American Spectator, he gets down to basics. To the question of why we 
study Western civilization to the neglect of others, Sowell responds: "Why is that question asked 
in English, rather than in some non-Western language? Because English is what we speak. Why 
do we concern ourselves with Earth, which is an infinitesimal part of the known universe? 
Because that is where we live." 

Censoring NEXIS 

Author Mike Fumento, a staff writer for Investor's Business Daily, says he is being 
censored by NEXIS, the world's most comprehensive database for newspaper articles. NEXIS, 
Fumento charges, has routinely failed to input the paper's front-page reports on national political 
and cultural issues -- some of the most enterprising and intrepid daily journalism in America 
today. 

While downloading virtually everything else from the paper, NEXIS failed to include 
those reports from mid-November 1992 through April 1993. These reports, mind you, just 
happen to be written from a perspective sympathetic to free enterprise and market capitalism. 

"Somebody at Mead Data (NEXIS' parent company) was deciding not to use the 'national 
issues' column," says Fumento. "Even after we called and complained, they still weren't 
available." NEXIS has assured Fumento there was some mistake, but the reports are still being 
missed occasionally by the database. 

PBS and Chetwynd 

PBS is at least making an effort to defuse criticism about its one-sided, leftist 
programming. Fear in America: A Reverse Angle is being offered as a series of specials dealing 
with such issues as violence across the nation, the quality of education, and the breakup of 
families. The executive producer is Lionel Chetwynd, whose directing credits include Hanoi 
Hilton, The Heroes of Desert Storm, and Sadat. 

But while the program began airing recently, it is being given a lousy time slot in some 
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viewing areas. Check your local listings and set your VCR if the time is bad in your area. 
Remember, PBS is taking feedback from the public these days on a special toll-free line: 
1-800-356-2626. 

"Gay" Immigrants 

Homosexual foreigners are trying to remain in the United States by contending that they 
will be persecuted because of their sexual proclivities if they return to their home countries. 
Current cases involve citizens of Guatemala, Hong Kong, Nicaragua, and Russia, though many 
more are expected, according to a probe conducted by the San Francisco Chronicle. 

This presents homosexual "rights" activists in this country with a tough-to-explain 
contradiction: If things are so much better for homosexuals in the United States, why are they 
always complaining? 

The New Counterculture 

Michael Joyce, president of the Bradley Foundation, argues that conservatives must begin 
to create their own "counterculture" -- much like the radicals of the '60s did. "Given the structure 
of power in America today, it's time we realize that we are, indeed, the counterculture," he said. 
"We are the revolutionaries." 

Joyce challenges: "Once we have understood that -- once we have realized that the great 
American story -- the great human story -- of oppression, rebellion and reinvigorated citizenship 
is now ours for the telling -- then at last we will be sufficiently armed to join the battle that will 
be required, if we are to roll back the great coup in American cultural life." 

-- JOSEPH FARAH 


ECONOMICS A New Bull Takes Its 
First Steps 

Investor interest again seems to be stirring over gold and gold mining shares after a 
prolonged and vicious bear market of 13 years. One major mutual fund manager reported to this 
writer that buying and selling for gold were about even for the first four months of this year. This 
represents a break from the past, which was a period of net public liquidation, with more 
investors selling out than buying. 

Thus far, the mental state of investors involved in the rally seems one of relief, not 
conviction. Their caution is understandable. Although faced with exploding deficits throughout 
the '80s, which were supposed to create inflation, the price of gold continued to plunge as 
deflationary forces swept the world. There is no doubt that this period of rising debt and falling 
gold prices left many gold investors totally disillusioned. 

Healthy Hint 

Viewed from the standpoint of contrary opinion, there is something quite positive about 
the fact that the rally so far has been treated with such suspicion by the public. A rising market in 
the face of widespread skepticism is a healthy sign that prices will eventually go much higher. 
Perhaps the high water mark in this regard is an editorial that appeared in The Economist 
magazine in January, wherein the editor suggested that central banks should sell all their gold 
because there was no hope that gold prices would ever rise again. Gold was dead. 

As we have noted in previous articles, there is a tectonic shift occurring in the underlying 
supply and demand fundamentals for gold. This change is creating the backdrop for gold prices 
to reach a bottom and turn upward. For the entire decade of the '80s, more gold was mined than 
could be absorbed by industry. As more and more investors turned to stocks and bonds, demand 
for gold dropped. Meanwhile, mining production tripled in the U.S. and doubled in Australia. 
These trends resulted in large surpluses. With an expanding supply and shrinking demand, prices 
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had to move lower to clear the market. 

Finally, the fundamentals are reversing. Growth in gold supply has slowed to a crawl, 
increasing only 66 metric tons last year, while demand rose about 330 metric tones. The increase 
in demand has nothing to do with American investors or the inflation/deflation debate. Although 
many American investors assume that if there is no interest in gold in this country, then there 
must be no interest anywhere, this is simply not so. Strong interest has appeared in the Far East, 
particularly in China where the demand for gold has increased by 70 percent. Last year China 
took in an estimated 350 metric tons, a sum greater than the output of all gold mines in the 
United States. Inside China, the gold price is now around $600 per ounce, reflecting substantial 
unmet demand. Other rapidly developing countries in the Pacific Rim are showing similar 
interest in gold. 

Supply is unlikely to grow much at all as environmental regulations begin to cut into U.S. 
production and taxes depress Australian production. The long bear market has caused a 
worldwide dearth in gold exploration and the development of new and existing mines. 
Substantial new development will probably not occur until prices reach the $600 to $700 dollar 
range. Production has fallen substantially in the CIS, the world's second largest producer, and has 
been in a steady decline in South Africa, still the world's largest producer. 

Functional Deficit 

According to the authoritative Gold Field Mineral Service (GFMS), last year's worldwide 
mine output was 2,217 metric tons, up 2.9 percent from the previous year. If scrap recovery and 
forward selling by producers are included, the total supply was 2,272 metric tons. If central bank 
selling is also included, it was 3,182 metric tons. 

Fabrication demand from jewelry in 1992 was 2,461 metric tons, or about 86 percent of 
industrial demand. The deficit between jewelry demand alone and worldwide mine output was 
244 metric tons, which was remarkable given the worldwide recession. Total industrial demand 
-- including jewelry, electronics, dentistry, coins, and small bars -- came to 2,859 metric tons in 
1992, up 11 percent over the previous year. 

According to GFMS, central banks sold a total of 910 metric tons, the most central bank 
selling since 1968. Offsetting central bank purchases narrowed the net sales from official sources 
to 599 metric tons, roughly enough to close the gap between fabrication demand and new mine 
production. Forward selling by producers was only 155 metric tons. Clearly, if central banks had 
not been dumping, the rally in gold would have started earlier and the price would be higher. 
Without central bank selling, total supply from all sources would have been 2,583 metric tons 
versus total demand of 2,859, for a net deficit of 276 metric tons. 

In sum, with demand up 11 percent, and supply up only 2.9 percent, gold now has a 
functional deficit between industrial demand and new production. Central bank sales and the 
re-emergence of long dormant private investor demand have become pivotal. Remarkably, gold 
has moved into a fundamental deficit in the absence of investor demand from the West. 

A key question is: What would stop or slow down central bank sales? If gold begins to 
act better than most currencies, and can sustain rates of appreciation equal or superior to rates of 
interest earned on bonds, central banks will not have a compelling reason to continue selling 
gold. 

What would reawaken investor interest? European investors may soon begin to find gold 
more attractive than their own currencies. Recently, relative strength analysis has confirmed that 
the gold price is now rising in terms of deutsche marks and Swiss francs, a bullish development 
for gold. U.S. investor interest may begin to stir as inflationary signals are produced by rising 
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commodity prices, growing credit demand, and money supply growth. Investors may also 
conclude that President Clinton will not solve, but will add to, the insolvency crisis. 
Three Bulls 

Each bull market in gold has arisen from somewhat different underlying causes. The first 
bull market (1971-1974), which took gold from the U.S. government-set price of $35 an ounce to 
$200, was caused by the breakdown of fixed exchange rates (Bretton-Woods Treaty), and the 
simple fact that, after 40 years of price fixing, the price of gold was artificially low. 

During the second bull market (1976-1980), floating exchange rates prevailed and gold 
caught up with past inflation. During the price surge, which had much to do with Carterism, 
inflation, and a weak dollar, gold rose from roughly $100 an ounce to $860. The climax came 
during the Hunt squeeze on silver, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and the humiliation of the 
U.S. by Iran. 

This next bull market may be as different from the first two bull markets as they were 
from each other. The primary causes could well be economic growth in Asia, the looming 
bankruptcy of the U.S. government caused by runaway entitlement spending, and asset allocation 
changes by professional money managers who now dominate the investment scene. 

Currently, inflation worries do not appear to be a powerful factor, but it is worth noting 
that all major countries -including the U.S., most of Europe, and Japan -- are attempting to 
stimulate their economies out of disinflationary doldrums. Modest credit growth is now 
occurring in the U.S., a necessary step to convert the huge increase in bank reserves (monetized 
government debt) into money supply growth. 

Small Market 

The relatively small size of the gold-share market is probably not fully appreciated by the 
public. The total capitalization of all gold-mining shares worldwide is probably about $30 
billion. Not all of these shares trade, which means that the total value of the shares available to 
the public might be in the $25-$30 billion range. There is at present about $1.6 trillion invested 
in mutual funds. Thus, a shift of just two percent of mutual fund assets to gold shares would be 
sufficient to buy all the gold shares in the world. Mutual fund managers control just part of the 
available pool of money that could be used to acquire a gold hedge. We simply mention mutual 
funds balances as an example of how much money is available to chase a relatively small gold 
share market. 

Although the public for the most part is not yet buying gold, some large international 
interests seem to be. George Soros, the international money manager and currency speculator, 
who made an estimated billion dollars shorting sterling last fall, purchased about 11 percent of 
giant Newmont Mining, the largest gold mine in the United States. Sir James Goldsmith, from 
whom Soros bought the shares, reportedly put the proceeds into gold bullion options controlling 
800,000 ounces. 

The Wall Street Journal also reported on May 12, 1993 that Goldsmith sold another 9.5 
percent of Newmont Mining to overseas institutional investors at a per share price approximately 
12.7 percent higher than the price Soros paid less than three weeks earlier. It seems unlikely that 
these savvy insiders are buying gold-related assets to take advantage of a $10 or $20 move in the 
gold price; they apparently expect the price to move much higher. 

Thus, the situation for gold continues to improve. The market is not yet recognized as a 
muscular bull with the power to intimidate. Instead, it is a newborn calf on uncertain legs. 

-- NELAND D. NOBEL 


BUSINESS REPORT 
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Business in Russia 

While the Russian economy is in a general state of chaos -- with an annual inflation rate 
of over 2,200 percent -recent American visitors to the country reported that "wherever we went 
we saw people on the streets buying and selling everything from shoes to sausages." To their 
credit, the Russian people appear to have given up all hope that the government will have any 
positive impact on improving their lives. As a result, to survive, "everyone is a salesman," and all 
of Russia has become "like a huge flee market." Everywhere, individuals and families have set 
up tables and stands and are peddling a host of wares. 

Visitors to the ancient city of St. Petersburg also reported that they were surprised to find 
American products such as canned goods from American supermarkets being peddled on the 
streets. Their Russian hosts explained that the "Mafia" (their term for general organized criminal 
types) managed to secure American relief supplies, which were being resold through individual 
stands on the streets of Russian cities. Thus, corruption, a chronic problem under the communist 
regime, has shifted to match the new political situation. 

As for the established Russian stores, the St. Petersburg visitors noted that there is a 
profound lack of marketing skill: Russians do not seem to know how to display and present 
products. 

Austrian economist Ludwig von Mises -- who in 1922 predicted economic and social 
chaos under the Soviet economic system -- stated that there is only one way for a country such as 
Russia to develop economically: That is through capital accumulation (not through infusions of 
outside economic aid). Until Russia returns to sound money and establishes a stable 
non-interventionist government this will not occur. Thus, despite occasional outbreaks of 
individual enterprise, the Russian people seem to be doomed to dwell in the muck and mire of 
socialist chaos. 

Socking It to Microsoft 

One of the greatest American business success stories of the last 15 years is that of the 
Microsoft Corporation and its chairman and founder William H. Gates II. Gates is the 
quintessential computer nerd who turned his software idea into a billion dollar corporation. 
Today Microsoft's MS-DOS and "Windows" dominate the personal computer industry. 

But Gates' success has drawn the attention of envious competitors and the federal 
government. Three years ago, as software rivals Novell, Borland, and Lotus contemplated a joint 
civil antitrust suit against Microsoft, the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) began a probe into 
Microsoft's business practices, which resulted in an FTC recommendation that a federal antitrust 
complaint be brought against the software giant. 

However, because the four FTC commissioners who heard the case were deadlocked over 
the recommendation, apparently no federal court complaint will be brought. (Roscoe B. Starek 
IU, a fifth FTC commissioner, removed himself from the case, citing a conflict of interest.) 
According to one agency insider, "the commission is paralyzed over the Microsoft case. They are 
having a tough time deciding what's worse, closing the case or bringing a case." 

Thus, Microsoft has had to deal not only with the uncertainty of a potentially disastrous 
antitrust suit, but also with the lingering uncertainty of the FTC's uncertainty! All of this is 
compounded by the Clinton Administration's lack of key appointments and unclear intentions 
concerning antitrust policy. 

Antitrust intervention is based on the fallacious Marxist notion that in a free economy it 
is possible for one firm to control an entire industry and force consumers to pay monopolistic 
prices. But rather than spawning monopolies, a true market economy offers an endless array of 
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substitutes and alternatives to consumers. A true monopoly can only come from special 
privileges granted by government. 

That Microsoft offers an outstanding line of products and services to consumers does not 
make it a threat to the public interest. Rather than being harassed by government lawyers and 
regulators, Microsoft should be free to serve consumers in the computer and software field. 

Business Bullets 

¢ In a stunning display of arrogance and condescension, the Clinton Administration has 
flip-flopped (again) on a proposal to increase revenues with a higher "sin tax" on beer. Faced 
with pressure from Senator Richard Gephardt (D-MO), whose state is home to brewing giant 
Anheuser-Busch, Administration strategists decided not to advocate a new brew tax. Calling beer 
"the drink of the working class," revenue-starved Clintonoids are now in search of more 
vulnerable targets. Is your industry next? 

¢ The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) reports that disability 
discrimination complaints are on the rise. Until late last year, disability grievances typically 
totaled about 400 per month. But during March 1993 grievances increased to 1,600 per month. 
This sharp increase can be attributed to the Americans With Disabilities Act, which went into 
effect last July. Christopher G. Bell, a Washington labor lawyer, states that the number of 
grievances always rises as more people hear about a new law. Rather than protecting the 
disabled, the Disabilities Act has created a new growth industry for lawyers. 

¢ The Clinton Administration has considered a possible Value Added Tax (VAT) to pay 
for national health care. A VAT is an insidious sales tax in which the true taxation level is hidden 
because businesses are forced to collect the tax and pass on higher costs on every stage of 
production and distribution. 

The Canadian Federation of Independent Business (CFIB) says that its country's version 
of VAT (the Goods and Services Tax), which went into effect in January 1991, is proving to be 
an administrative nightmare. According to CFIB, it typically costs about 20 cents to collect each 
dollar that goes to government. About 88 percent of that burden falls on businesses with fewer 
than 20 employees. 

In the last decade, small business has created between 66 to 75 percent of all new 
American jobs. A VAT would retard the creation and growth of this employment engine which 
has driven the economy in recent years. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


CORRECTION, PLEASE! 


Immortal Words 

ITEM: Parade Magazine for May 16th carried an article about spurious quotations that 
stated: "Putting words in the mouths of famous people works best when the people are dead. 
That's how some of America's most familiar quotations came into being." Among the examples 
cited is, "Give me liberty or give me death!" -- a phrase "attributed" to Patrick Henry long after 
his death. 

CORRECTION: Patrick Henry uttered these immortal words at St. John's Church in 
Richmond Virginia on March 23, 1775. Those words closed the clarion call to action that he 
made that day to the second Virginia Convention. 

Henry's speech left an indelible impression on the minds and hearts of those who heard it. 
To cite just one example: A soldier, listening from a window, was so moved by Henry's 
eloquence that he exclaimed, "Let me be buried on this spot." His request was honored 35 years 
later. 
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Since the entire text of Henry's address has been preserved for posterity, it is hard to 

imagine how Henry's vocalizing of the last line of that stirring speech can now be doubted. 
Clinton on Vietnam 

ITEM: When President Clinton fielded questions at Fenton High School in the Chicago suburb 
of Bensenville on May 11th, one student challenged him, "[D]o you see any differences in ... 
sending troops to Bosnia, when you were strongly opposed to [intervention in] civil war in 
Vietnam in the late 1960s? .... That's a good question," the President responded, "But I never 
advocated the United States unilaterally sending troops to Bosnia to fight on one side or the 
other .... I think there is much more we can do to induce the parties to stop the fighting, to do 
what we can to stop this idea of ethnic cleansing, murdering people, raping children .... I think 
that the United Nations, the world community, can do more in that regard." 

The President continued, "That's quite a different thing from what happened in Vietnam, 
where the United States essentially got involved in what was a civil war on one side or the 
other." 

CORRECTION: According to press accounts, Mr. Clinton's answer satisfied his young 
questioner. Nevertheless, it is hard to imagine how the President could have been more wrong. 

U.S. involvement in Vietnam, like our involvement in Yugoslavia, was part of a 
multilateral action. The Vietnam War was fought under the auspices of the Southeast Asia 
Treaty Organization (SEATO), a now-defunct regional alliance established in 1954 under the 
authority of the United Nations. Article I of the SEATO treaty clearly identified the UN 
connection, "The parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations ... to refrain 
in their international relations from the threat or use of force in any manner inconsistent with the 
purposes of the United Nations." Under SEATO, the U.S. intervened militarily in Vietnam with 
the strong backing of its allies in Asia and Europe. 

If the American media had chosen to do so, they could have "justified" U.S. involvement 
in Vietnam by focusing on the atrocities that the Vietnamese communists were committing 
against the civilian population. But unlike Bosnia, the media chose not to do so, even though 
communist atrocities in Vietnam were both widespread and well documented. 

A 1972 study entitled The Human Cost of Communism in Vietnam, published by the 
Senate Subcommittee on Internal Security, described numerous instances of communist 
bloodletting that were either under-reported or ignored by the Western media. "Organized terror 
-- of a ruthlessness and on a scale that defies civilized comprehension -- has been a cardinal 
aspect of Communist policy from the very first day of the Vietcong insurgency," Senator James 
O. Eastland wrote in his introduction to the study. "By and large, the Western world knows only 
of a few of the more massive and gruesome terrorist incidents -- like the massacre which took 
place in the Montagnard Village of Dak Son in December 1967, when the Vietcong, attacking 
with flame-throwers, moved from hut to hut, incinerating alive more than 250 villagers, 
two-thirds of them women and children. In addition, 200 Dak Son villagers were kidnapped, 
never to be heard of again. But the thousands of small incidents of terror -- equally merciless, 
equally gruesome, and which account for far more victims than the big incidents -- with 
exceedingly rare exceptions, go unreported." 

The war of aggression that the communists waged against South Vietnam was supported 
not just by North Vietnam, but by the entire communist bloc of nations. In May 1965 Premier 
Pham Van Dong of North Vietnam boasted, "We shall defeat the Americans with Soviet 
weapons." In September of that year, Leonid Brezhnev told a Plenary Meeting of the Communist 
Party of the USSR: "The Soviet Union has been fulfilling its internationalist duty to the 
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Vietnamese people. We have been rendering great assistance to the Vietnamese comrades." And 
indeed they did! U.S. Representative Melvin R. Laird introduced a resolution in the House in 
1967 that explained, "The Soviet Union holds the key to peace in Vietnam because it and its East 
European satellites are now providing more than 80 percent of the strategic war materials 
furnished to North Vietnam." The communist Chinese also helped to supply Vietnam with the 
sinews of war, including light weapons, ammunition, and rice. 

In short: The U.S. did not intervene in Vietnam unilaterally, the communist Vietnamese 
did not abstain from committing widespread atrocities, and the Vietnam War was not a civil war. 

We might add that the liberal Establishment in this country at first supported U.S. 
military intervention in Vietnam, then became increasingly dovish as the war dragged on and the 
casualties mounted. Throughout the long ordeal, Washington imposed incredible restrictions on 
America's fighting men that denied them the means to win. 


-- GARY BENOIT 
PUBLISHER'S PAGE Clinton's Radical 
Agenda 
John F. McManus 


After a mere four months into his Presidency, Bill Clinton is in deep trouble. While 
sensible people in the nation always wish a new President well, hoping that he will rise above 
politics and lead the nation in ways it is supposed to be led, virtually everyone knows Bill 
Clinton is doing just the opposite. 

The general public may not be aware of the domination of his foreign policy team by 
veteran members of the internationalist Establishment. But many Americans do realize and do 
resent his filling of important domestic posts with social revolutionaries. Even more, their backs 
are up over his determination to put the full weight of his office behind forcing acceptance of 
homosexuality as a normal lifestyle. 

Rejecting the Past 

America was built on the twin pillars of limited government and moral soundness. Alexis 
de Toqueville's assessment 150 years ago that "America is great because America is good" was 
correct. Evidence of our nation's goodness could be found in the paucity of laws to govern 
human conduct. The American people did not need massive government intervention to force 
them to behave properly. They governed themselves with the moral code handed to Moses many 
centuries ago and with the strictures of the Christian religion. 

If the Clinton agenda can be summed up in a few words, it is a direct attack on both the 
Constitution and the moral glue that has held our nation together. The new President cares little 
that he won entry into the White House with only 43 percent of the popular vote. He cares just as 
little that many of those votes were not as much for him as they were against a George Bush 
whose amazingly inept campaign strongly suggests he had given up on himself. 

Mr. Clinton savaged the incumbent President over America's economic doldrums, even 
promising the middle class a tax cut and the nation a sharp reduction in mushrooming federal 
deficits. Once in office, however, the Clinton team quickly converted the promised tax cut into 
an increase, and the pledges to cut the deficit began to evaporate. 

While he has broken solemn promises made to the vast majority of Americans, the 
President has remained steadfastly committed to his pro-homosexuality and pro-abortion 
constituencies. The announced retirement of Supreme Court Justice Byron White has brought 
forth solemn assurances from the President that he will fill the vacancy with someone who favors 
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sustaining the 20-year-old Roe v. Wade green light to slay the unborn. 

While speedily abandoning his well-publicized tax-cut pledge, Mr. Clinton has refused to 
reconsider his promises to the militant homosexual lobby. Homosexuals in the military? You bet, 
even if the leaders of both his own party and the military stridently object. Delivering legitimacy 
to gay and lesbian leaders by inviting them into the White House? Sure, and there they were 
being photographed for the nation's news media on April 16th. 

Presidential support for a gay and lesbian march in the nation's capital? Certainly. Mr. 
Clinton even apologized to march leaders for having to miss the march. According to one of the 
participants in the White House meeting, Mr. Clinton told them "he would not be there in body" 
but would be there "in soul and probably in voice." 

A Slap at Traditional Beliefs 

The many Americans who hold Holy Scripture in reverence insist that the practice of 
homosexuality is sinful. These Americans do not plan to accept idly the President's direct slap at 
such fundamental beliefs. And they do not intend to let the debate over abortion fade away 
either, even if the President clearly intends little or no ban on the practice. 

Mr. Clinton's radical social agenda for the nation will likely lead to his Presidency being 
one of the least popular, and least successful, in American history. 
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